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James Sutterlin: Dr. Myint-U, | wanted first of all to thank you fagreeing to
participate in this Yale Oral History project, anddiscussing your experiences in
Cambodia | would like to begin to ask you to puttla record, so to speak, what was
your background before you were assigned, or bgfaueook the position that you did

hold in the Cambodian program.

Thant Myint-U: | was at that time a Ph.D. candidate at Cambridiggersity,

having completed my undergraduate degree at Haevéad years ago, and my Masters
degree at Johns Hopkins a couple of years aftead worked for the United Nations on a
very short project once at UNBRO, the UN Borderi®&eaDperation, on the Thai-
Cambodian border, and | had worked on the Burmése{Jorder with Burmese
refugees, and | had also worked as a consultaitdiar Watch, which was my main

human rights background up until that point.

JS: So did you volunteer for this? You were natialty then a secretariat employee?

TMU: No, | was not a member of the UN at that timt@vas interested in going out to

Cambodia, perhaps joining the UN in some other, ienhel | had approached different

people and wound up with that particular job.



JS: And how were you selected, do you know? Wasatimatter of putting in

applications?

TMU: Yes, | had applied formally, and | got in ditecontact with Dennis MacNamara
who was Director of Human Rights at that time alselarough a common professional
contact, and I'm not sure exactly how the selectimtess worked but a couple of
months after | put in my formal application | weféeoed a post at the Human Rights

office.

JS: And was that what you were particularly intexésn, the human rights area?

TMU: Yes, | wanted to work specifically with DenridacNamara on human rights.

JS: And was there any prior training process tbatwent through in order to be

oriented as to what the human rights situationetheas?

TMU: Not before | arrived in Cambodia | took it upmyself to read different books
about Cambodia and that situation, and | knew sloimgtbout it before, having worked
on the border. But it was only when we arrive®hmom Penh that there was, | think,
about a week or ten day-long orientation processsiwinvolved mainly orienting
ourselves within the mission, administratively, amdly to some extent orienting

ourselves with regard to the country as a whole.

JS: When did you arrive in Cambodia?



TMU: | arrived in June of 1992, originally on a sionth contract, but then stayed

through most of September 1993.

JS: So that was really just a few months after U Twas established?

TMU: It was still in the middle of being establighel think | arrived more or less at the

same time as most of the people, so | would shy@to a half of the people had arrived.

JS: How would you describe your assigned dutiedtat\Was your job?

TMU: | arrived when it was still a very fluid sittian. | was appointed as a human rights
officer. |told Dennis that | would like to remaim Phnom Penh if possible. | was first
made an information officer within the human rigbtenponent, and | did that for about
six weeks, and then Dennis took me on as his assis&o, for the vast majority of my
time in Cambodia | was Dennis’ assistant, and warkeh him closely on pretty much
everything he did. | was also in charge to a vay@xtent of the paper flow within the
office, managing the correspondence into him. IElgo went with him to all the various
meetings, wrote up the reports from those meetiigdted both internal and external
reports of the component, and | was also in chafgeir informal liaison with NGOs and

with the press.

JS: So you spent most of your time in Phnom Penh?



TMU: | traveled when Dennis traveled; | traveled¢asionally on my own. Because we
were a small component we all did bits and pie¢everything; but yes the vast majority

of my time was in Phnom Penh.

JS:  What was the relationship of this office to @ieil Administration segment?

TMU: In theory?

JS: No, in reality. Well, both. In theory andliga In theory, as | understand it,

Civil Administration was more or less in charge.

TMU: Well, Civil Administration had their role ofontrolling key areas of government
in the run up to the election to ensure that tketan was free and fair; we had a broad
human rights mandate, an extremely broad humatsrighndate, in the sense that under
the Paris Peace agreements all the parties unég¢d@msure that severe human rights
abuses never occurred again; and it was the raaerodomponent to help them in
implementing those commitments. So, there wasvanlap between our work and Civil
Affairs in the sense that they were trying to cohkey areas of government of the
various factions in order that free and fair el@es$i could be held, meaning that there
needed to be at least a decent standard of regpéuntman rights by the various
Cambodian factions. Of course, we wanted thatedk 8o that was the area of over-lap.
But we also took a much longer-term view becauser@andate in some ways stretched
beyond Civil Administration’s mandate in that were/dooking a lot at the post-election

situation.



JS: How would you describe... there has been switigsm of the Civil

Administration segment. How would you describery@lations with that?

TMU: | suppose it depends on the issues. If orketbdake a very general view, we, or
some of us in the component thought that Civil Adistration was being too
conservative. Looking at things from a human sgbgrspective, | think we wanted them
to take stronger action in controlling, or takeaader line in controlling, areas of
government, especially with the State of Cambaaiach had, of course, the main state
apparatuses in Cambodia at that time, and to takeager line in redressing human
rights problems. So, on many given issues or prab] we would be advocating a fairly
strong human rights redress action, whereas dfitenwould be wary, for various
reasons, and not taking a very strong actionthink probably for fear of jeopardizing

their more general relationship with the State afmBodia.

JS: What about with Mr. Akashi, the Special Repnesere? Again, there has been
some criticism of the reportedly very centralizedgedures that he followed. How did

the human rights sections fare under this admatistn?

TMU: | didn’t know Mr. Akashi very well at that tien | got to know him much better
later on. We were eager to make a pitch earlyirtime, and UNTAC's time in
Cambodia, that human rights should be a very depdira of the whole operation and not
be seen as something that was done on the sideeandhuch peripheral to the main

work of elections and repatriation of refugeesn fiot quite sure what Mr. Akashi’s ideas



on that were, but | think we always had a feelihgang outsiders or peripheral to the
mission, and we knew that we had to try to makasz ¢or strong human rights action
throughout that period. 1 think there were cerspecific instances in which we were
frustrated and we wished that there was more bgdkim the top and from Mr.
Akashi’s office and from other components.

But I think it was more of a central problem i thvhole structure of the mission
and the peace agreement, in that there was albthggiage about the need to improve
human rights but yet there was not an in-built@sdmechanism. So everything time
there was a problem, the response of UNTAC hac todgotiated, and in that whole
process of negotiation, it took a lot of time ahdlttin itself made it that much less
effective. So, | think it was a very central pratnl that went beyond individual decisions
that were taken, and it had to do with the way thatwhole mission was conceived and

carried out.

JS:  And the appointment of the prosecutor, did hiedph?

TMU: Well, that came quite late on. | think we wdaced with a situation by, say,
January or February 1993 with the election onlgva fnonths away, of mounting political
violence on the one hand by the State of Cambadl@aties against perceived political
opponents, and also by the Khmer Rouge, the Ndtioeaocratic Kampuchea, against
ethnic Vietnamese in their effort to galvanize gapwopinion behind them. It was very
unclear what redress mechanisms we had, that wdckibto the agreement, which we
could use to try to change this. The Special Rutse office was set up as an attempt to

do this. We weren't particularly optimistic thatat would happen, but we felt that



something had to be tried. We thought that this avavay of both trying to tackle this
problem of rising political violence and also weulght the Special Prosecutor’s office

could be a way of jump-starting our attempts tawethe Cambodian judiciary as well.

JS: Yes, because any action had to be taken vitikiframework of the Cambodian

judiciary, is that correct?

TMU: Not necessarily. That was a matter of debdteere were two possible
approaches that we could take. We could havetadggople under the authority which
we believed we had and then prosecuted them thratuighunal which we would have
then set-up, and which would have been perhapdqaign and part-Cambodian, but
would have been a UN-established tribunal. Therotkay, which was the course that we
actually did take, was try to prosecute these mettpbugh the Cambodian courts. | think
a lot of people thought, or some people thoughhaittime that setting up a foreign
tribunal would have been too heavy-handed, toovetgionist, and also some people
thought that trying to prosecute them through thenBodian judicial system would help
the Cambodian judicial system at this very crittbale in trying to resuscitate some

authority for them.

JS: In that connection, Mr. Akashi has emphasibhatitie considered it important in
judging questions of human rights to understandtwiese considered human rights
violations within the culture of the region, nosfulCambodia but of other Asian societies.
Was this something that permeated your work? DRelisicNamara’s work? Were you

aware of it?



TMU: Yes, very much so. | would have argued, ad@llargue, and other people in the
component, and | think Dennis would probably agtieat the most important thing was
to make our human rights work relevant to the caritewhich we were working and to
try to promote and protect human rights and expla@se things in a language which
people in Cambodia would understand. What | walisdgree with is that in some ways
the kinds of human rights that we were trying torpote and protect were alien to that
local context. On the contrary, | think what weiid in Cambodia was a society which
was so devastated because of its recent histacgube of what had happened under the
Khmer Rouge, because of the following years ofl ewar and foreign occupation, the
society was so devastated that many of the pebpte ery much welcomed and wanted
new ideas and new approaches and new thoughts lawaub structure their society and
government. There was not a single case thateémdrer of a Cambodian person in a
town or village or Phnom Penh ever saying, “Ols thialien to us, we don’t want it.” On
the contrary, everyone was saying, “Help us, amd gs some new approaches to re-
building our country.” That was the more local®javant aspect that we needed to keep
in mind, how fluid ideas and structures were iis tountry. Of course, in terms of
language that’s another issue. | think people pedominantly Buddhist country, as a
country with its political background, it was impamt to try to understand the local
language, not just in a narrow sense, but in tbad®er sense, and pitch human rights in
that language. And that’s very difficult to do es$ you’'ve got some Khmer speakers.
We didn’t have the resources to do that, that wbale been a much longer-term project.

Because of that, we made the decision, and Dendisthers, made the decision, to try to



work with local Cambodian partners as much as ptessso that it wouldn't rest entirely

on our shoulders entirely to try to bridge thistordl gap.

JS: You mean local NGOs?

TMU: Local NGOs, Cambodian human rights groups bzt developed at that time in

particular.

JS: Did you find that these local groups, which tte fairly new, were they

relatively sophisticated, were they familiar wittetUniversal Declaration for example?

TMU: The people at the top were. In general, thality was very mixed. There were
people who actually had some sort of backgrourtdiman rights, a lot of them were
Cambodians who had lived abroad for many yearsee&iurning home, and of course
they were sophisticated, they had a very good atheait what we were trying to do and
what the UN human rights mechanisms were. But there were many people who
joined recently who really had very little idea,avhad a lot of good intentions but
needed information, training. So we saw our rolpart as providing that information

and training.

JS:  And you were able to do that? You were abtiptthe training of those

indigenous groups?
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TMU: We were actually, in that way, we were actyajlite successful in reaching out to
a huge number of people. | don’t remember the rumbff-hand now, but it was in the
hundreds of thousands, the number of people thatcivelly either personally spoke to
through open-air lectures, meetings, showing vidgwsugh programs that we did on
Cambodian television and radio; we had mobile teaihpgople who went around with
video screens who then took questions afterwaltdsas a very grass-roots campaign,
which we did in conjunction with the various Camtadhuman rights organizations.
That was over a sort of six-month or nine-monthqaer | think in the end a sizable
minority of the population actually had some sdrt@ntact with the UN human rights

information project.

JS: What communications facilities did you havegach out to the population?

TMU: | think UN radio and UN television were extretyimportant, not just for human
rights but in general, in trying to create a sligldifferent environment in which free and
fair elections could be held. We also had theskilmteams using audio-visual

equipment and going out to groups of approximdittlyor a hundred, of different sizes,

and speaking to them in person.

JS: Were radios everywhere available or not?

TMU: They weren’t everywhere available, but | renimnthat some one had funded

some sort of scheme in which radios were distridtiteoughout the country. | think it

was the Japanese. And | know that at least inithan areas, in Phnom Penh that is the
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largest city, the UN human rights television andiogorograms had an effect. |

remember one case, for example, in Phnom Penhrdewiae end of our time there,
around the time of the elections, where a man erstiteet in Phnom Penh had hit another
man in a car accident, and a crowd had gatherbd@sens there, and they started
attacking the man that they thought had been ressiplerfor the accident, at which point

a group of university students came through, ard] 90, this is a violation of this

man’s human rights. These are the human rightdhthge been violated; this is what we
have heard on television and radio. You needk® Itém to the police station first.”

They managed to escort this man out. That’s jnstexample that | remember, but |
think there were a few others like that. Howevaemeral, it did have a certain impact

at that time.

JS: What about the external NGOs? Were they aitittee human rights field, and

what was your relationship with them?

TMU: | think the difficulty, in a way, was that wlkithere was a number of different
international human rights organizations, very téthem, none of them actually, had
ever worked in a peacekeeping environment. Thgiegence was very much in
monitoring situations in foreign countries, but hemly little experience, and the UN had
very little experience, in actually being part af@peration on the ground. So, we
encouraged them, or we tried to encourage themiptk with us, and a number of them
did in various projects. But we also tried to gter international organizations, not
necessarily human rights organizations, to alsp telin the actual on-the-ground

training, information, and education programs thatwere trying to set up. We used a
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conference which was held in December of 1992t¢otbring together possible donors,
international human rights organizations, othegrimational NGOs, as well as the local
human rights groups, in a conference which woubdk lat the current human rights
situation, think about where we want to go fromehéwok at specific projects which
could be held in Cambodia, look at the role of Id¢&Os and then look at the role of
international NGOs and donors and try to set ugrigs of projects --- which is what we
did in the spring of 1993, and many of those prsjézsted well beyond UNTAC's

mandate.

JS: And did you, after you were working in headtgrarso to speak, did you have
adequate funding? Did you think that your fundiogthe human rights program in

Cambodia was adequate?

TMU: Well, with human rights again the mandate wadroad, and the situation was so
severe, that we could have done with hundreds o mpeople and billions of dollars
more money. So it's very difficult to say. | tkimwe had some problems at the
beginning. | think that our staff was by anyones¢imate too small to do the work we
were trying to do --- we didn’'t have people inthk different provincial capitals until

well within the operation --- but given that we weamly there for a couple of years, once
we were fully deployed and once we did bring onrd@anumber of consultants and
people through extra donations that we had gottan jovernments, we probably had an
adequate number of people to do the limited nurab#rings that we were trying to do at

that time.
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JS:  What if any restraints did you feel that youevender when pursuing human

rights objectives, either from the UNTAC organipator from the State of Cambodia?

TMU: On the one hand, as people trying to promatk @otect human rights and
looking at the very broad mandate that we had, aeted to do sort of anything and
everything, especially when we were faced with sutérrible human rights situation,
especially in the run up to the election. On ttleephand, | think we all saw ourselves as
part of a bigger operation, an operation which a@amitted not centrally to the
promotion of human rights but committed centradiyathnumber of other things, including
the holding of free-and-fair elections and repéitigarefugees and removing Cambodia
so-to-speak as an international source of tengidrcanflict. So | think that we were
always mindful of that. | think what that meantsathat we geared a lot of our human
rights work towards those political and civil righwhich we thought were most important
in terms of holding a free and fair election, aryihg to work with other components as
much as possible. But of course, on the other hasmtsaid before, as human rights
people we also had to take a much longer-term vi8wi.in a way, our immediate sort of
efforts in terms of human rights investigationtisgtup the special prosecutors’ office,
recommending redress, was aimed towards complemgethie election effort --- as well
as information and education.

On the other hand, the work that we did with Id¢&Os and trying to set up
these projects, and bringing the international NGé@$&oard was part of a much longer
term strategy. | think we looked at the resoumesad, we looked at the time frame we
had, and if we decided that we could only makewitnpact, we would try to link that

tiny impact to the elections. On the other hanelwere there as the UN at that time,
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there was a lot of international attention on Cadidgothe best thing to do for the long
term was to try to empower local Cambodians andll@ambodian human rights
workers, and also to provide them with the inteéoratl links and the regional links
which would not only fund their efforts in the fuéubut also provide them with a degree
of protection once we had left. So we wanted tdlssm up with a sort of network to

protect their efforts after we’d left as well

JS: Having said all that though, did you feel §@i were under any restraints as to

what you could not do?

TMU: | don’t think we were under restraints in tbense of being told that we couldn’t
investigate this or that. | don’t remember anyaibn in which there was a case that was
too politically sensitive that we couldn’t look ait, or anything like that. | think it was
always the case that we would do an objective tiy&tson into whatever we felt was
important, and then we worked it into the systeut,tben it was up to not just our
component but other components and Mr. Akashi tiddewhat the appropriate redress
was and to calculate what the effects of pushipgréicular redress action would be on
other parts of the operation. At times, we weustiated that the sort of redress action
that we wanted to take didn’t happen. But it weearn the case that we weren't able to,

as a component, investigate or do other thingswigavanted to do.

JS: A good many of the external NGOs, at leastewsitical of the human rights
work in Cambodia. | think that probably is theathat was most subject to criticism.

Why, do you think? What was the basis?



TMU: Of their criticism? | don’t think it was souh a criticism of the component, |
think it was more criticism that the UN in genetllk operation in general, didn’t do
more to create a better human rights environmetiitdnun-up to the election. 1 think,
though, again, that given the time-frame that wet -ha‘'we’ meaning UNTAC as a whole
--- and the limited resources, it would have beeny difficult to do much more.
Obviously, we could have taken stronger actiohjrik we could have used our power to
dismiss officials much earlier and much more widdRerhaps the special prosecutor’s
office, something like that, could have been seearpier. | mean, there were things that
we could have done, and perhaps that would havginadly moved things in the right
direction, but | don’t think that we would have haaything like genuinely... well, we
wouldn’t have had an environment that we were afidy with for elections, even if all
those things were done. In a year, or a year-amalfathere is no way that you can take a
country in Cambodia’s situation and change it catgdy. | think that that was obvious
to everyone then, and it is obvious to people now.

| would say that in a way the criticism shouldoé& that we didn’t do enough, or
UNTAC didn’'t do enough, within the frame-work ofetimission to do more to improve
human rights. | think it should be a much moreegahcriticism of not just UNTAC but
the way in which the whole peace agreement anddtimg up of the mission was
structured, in the sense that the whole thing wadscused on the elections, and the form
of the elections, rather than trying to improveets lives, both in terms of their ability
to exercise basic political and civil rights, adlves other things, as a part of our much
longer-term project of democratizing or trying taild a stable democracy in that country.

| think there was much too much focus, not justUiYTAC but in general, in everyone’s
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approach, on holding elections the year after terational operation was deployed ---
which then, as we’ve all seen now in hind-sightindireally lead to a lasting democracy
--- rather than concentrating on a much wider étiocreate foundations for a better
government, which might have meant, for examplet enore emphasis on
reconstruction and aid and for instance that lietneen human rights and reconstruction
was never anything that was really thought thrdogfore the operation was set up. |
think in the future, if there is any sort of op#&vatlike this, there needs to be much more
attention given to what within a year we can ad¢yudd to change a society, given that
our impact will probably be very minimal anywayther than simply having elections

and then leaving...

JS: | want to ask you a question now in the raspecialized field of human rights,
and that is concerning the peacekeeping forcesstlers that were there. To what
extent, first of all, were you aware of violatioofslocal human rights by the UN

personnel, and to what extent did you have anyorespility for dealing with this?

TMU: We were occasionally aware, because we woetdeports like anybody else got
reports, of assaults on local people by UN peagekse UN soldiers. It became a
problem by the beginning of 1993 when there wermigh of these cases that it was also
in the press. But we weren't in charge of investiity; a special office was set up to look

into that.

JS: Within the military?



17

TMU: Within the military, and there was also soneghcalled the Community Relations
Office, or something like that. | would be surpdsf any of those cases were ever dealt
with very satisfactorily, or satisfactorily to tpeople who were victims of any criminal

action by UN soldiers. But again we were spediffaaot involved in investigating this.

JS:  Would you think that one of the lessons thatrges from that experience,
though, is that there should be some kind of hurigdnts training given to peacekeeping

troops?

TMU: Yes, except | would still be very skepticaloath the extent to which a week or
two-week course would really change things. Whiga YN police, for example, we
would give these human rights speeches. | sugpaskelpful; I think it should be done.
But again, | don't think that would eliminate theoplems in the way that perhaps much

stricter or more severe punishments for them whtate these human rights might.

JS: Does the selection of the nationality of tlheps make a difference in this

respect?

TMU: It might. Obviously, if troops are from coui®s where there are severe human
rights violations by the military in those coungien their own people, then you would
expect that those troops wouldn’t behave very wmedomebody else’s country. But |
think even troops from well-established democraegike have a good track record are
also capable of acting in pretty bad ways. We Isen that in a number of other

examples. So, again, | think there are certaimghthat one can do preventively, in
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perhaps giving some human rights training, or selg@eople better, but in the end |
don’t think there is any substitute for once sow af violation takes place, that person
is then properly punished. And that people sekthis person is properly punished. |

don’t there is any substitute for that.

JS: Did the evidence of some violations on the pBdN personnel, did that in any

way impede your work?

TMU: To some extent, although | don’t think it wes widespread that it sort of
impacted on the legitimacy of what we were tryioglo, perhaps in a very specific place

but not in the general.

JS: | think that one of the criticisms that hasrbleseled, it is not exactly in the
human rights field but I think it is relevant, esjadly the NGOs who were in Cambodia,
and that is the disparity between the standartiofig, so to speak, of the UN personnel,
the rather luxurious equipment that they brouglarid so forth, and the local standard of
living, led to a rather egregious disparity. Dindstaffect your work? Did you find that

this was an impediment to the kind of the instaatbuilding that you were trying to do?

TMU: | think it could have been a problem, espdgiad Phnom Penh, where there was
such a large foreign population. | think that wasbably less so in the provinces. |
mean, our human rights officers in the provincesrofived in very modest
accommodation, many of them were very sensitivbeéacontext in which they were

working. But | think at a more general level, inththat when we go into countries such
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as Cambodia, which are obviously in a much podegesand we are trying really to
affect a certain amount of social change in thanty through human rights actions or
whatever, and then leave behind some sort of statdee democratic government, we
have to take into account the net impact over 18thsor two years of a multi-billion
dollar foreign presence in that country. | thiok,the one hand, it had a very, despite the
income disparity and despite the misbehavior aimdical actions of some in the
operation, | think they had one very positive intpgoven that the country was so closed,
under the Khmer Rouge and under the Viethamesepaton, | think the mere presence
of a huge number of foreigners helped to crack dpansociety, or at least destabilized a
lot of the more repressive institutions in thatisc So, in that way, that was a very
positive impact, simply having a huge number oéfgners wandering doing whatever
they wanted to do. From a human rights perspettiviek, again, it helped to weaken
the very controlling mechanisms the people in ohdwad had. Obviously, on the
negative side, there were problems in terms ofticrga bubble economy which then left
as well as much more specific cases of exploitaimh other things resulting from

income disparity.

JS: You were in the center, so to speak, but Igutigt people from the field came in,
and you were familiar with them and their attitudés Namibia, it was quite
extraordinary | think, the degree of enthusiasmidedlism that was evident and that
remained in both the volunteer and the staff persbtnat were there in the field doing
the human rights work. What was the case in Cambaedth the people in the field
working in human rights? Were they optimistic? ré/dhey disillusioned? How would

you characterize their morale.



TMU: | think the vast majority of people in our cponent were very committed. | think
we all felt, at least, that we were trying to de tight thing and trying to move things in
the right direction, that the agreements themsehare fairly good, and that the structure
in which we were working was all right. | thinkattwhere the frustration was six months
in, toward nine months in to our work, rather tisaeing an improved human rights
environment we were seeing mounting political vigke, and the last several months of
our work up until the election was very much takerby this problem, and that colored
everything else that we did. All our energy wasulged on thinking of ways to stem this
rising tide of political violence; and so of coutbat sort of dampened people’s
enthusiasm in general, or optimism in general, alatat kind of Cambodia we would
leave behind once elections were finished and UNTA@Gdrew. | think on the ground a
lot of our provincial offices would have seen samerovement. Again, | think that
anyone who takes a slightly longer-term view of @adia and knew what Cambodia was
like a few years before UNTAC arrived would havk ifie those few months that

UNTAC was being deployed that it was a generaeifrsociety. But | don’t think that
any of us felt that it was going to be very easyafioy of these human rights groups or
democratic institutions that we had set up to sieraince UNTAC had left. There was

also this sense of pessimism, especially in thedas months.

JS: What about the attitude of SOC? To what exdehthe officials interfere with

your work, discourage the people in the field, atjunterfere with their work?
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TMU: | think that in the very beginning, no one waslly quite sure what the other was
supposed to do, whether it was SOC or the KhmegRou the other factions or UNTAC
itself. We were all unclear of how much power veelhor what parameters we had in
which we were working. So, | think early on evergavas sort of hesitant and feeling
around to see exactly what the other was capabl@lodt was the case with SOC. SOC
was unsure how much power UNTAC really had, howmthey could resist UNTAC,
whether UNTAC was bluffing, whether it was actualgpable of doing certain things.
Several months into the operation, though, | tf8C became increasingly bold as it
committed certain human rights violations and thveasn’t a strong response. | think
that then led them to conclude that they couldagety with various things and they
carried on. |think in the beginning, though, theras a feeling of uncertainty. | think
perhaps if we had acted more strongly in the bagghand exploited that uncertainty, we
would have gotten away with more than we did im&of trying to change the State of
Cambodia’s government apparatus. But then, wetdidwe a specific mandate for that,
and that was a problem. In a way, the mandatétdidriude two things which probably
would have been very important: one is to actudiiytify and dismantle repressive
structures of government; and on the other handieasave had in Bosnia more recently,
a mandate to arrest war criminals. That's a dffieissue and has to do more with the
Khmer Rouge than the people in the State of Camabgalvernment. But on the first
thing, | think that was really key. Because wendittave a mandate to actually identify
and dismantle repressive institutions, we werdédnd always reacting to the actions of
those institutions rather than taking a more psastand. At most, we could have

dismissed people in those institutions and thetutgins themselves would have stayed
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there any way. We were weakened in that way; we @&bvays reacting rather than

actually going in and trying to change things imare permanent way.

JS: Is one of the conclusions then that the acaalof human rights violations did

not decrease in the presence of the United Nations?

TMU: It is difficult and it depends how you quantthese things. What increased was
the number of political attacks by the State of Gadia against perceived political
opponents in the run-up to the elections, andititaéased from January up until the
elections took place in May. In terms of respectdther human rights, it is very difficult
to know. UN human rights were on the whole spactitom education and health care
and everything else all the way through to secwftyerson, and we didn’t know what
the starting base was, we didn’t have a clear madfiwhat was there. | think people had
the general feeling, as | said before, that thepmresence of the huge operation there
and the work that we did on education and inforamatid improve things. But again it

is impossible to quantify in a meaningful way.

JS: The reason that | ask the question is thatiftteresting to compare the effect in
different operations, and in the case of El Salvafdo example, where ONUSAL set up
a human rights monitoring team, the mere presehtteabteam seem to have a very
salubrious effect and the rate of human rightsatiohs declined precipitously. You had
a bigger UN presence in Cambodia, but | judge yould/not say that the mere effect of

the presence of ...
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TMU: | don’t know the El Salvador operation verghy | think that a difference might
be that in the Cambodian case you had in effeeranepressive, authoritarian
government that was in power in Phnom Penh whictirobbed the vast majority of the
country-side. Before UNTAC was deployed, that goweent allowed no political
opposition within its territory, whatsoever. Dugithe period of UNTAC’s deployment,
political opposition was allowed, and then everyudlere was a reaction to that. So if
you count both the extent to which political oppiosi was allowed and was allowed to
voice itself and organize, and the extent to wipiclitical parties were allowed to set
themselves up in Phnom Penh to contest the elactamd then balance that with the
extent to which then there was violence againshthben it is hard to say whether there
was an improvement or not. | think by the timelefethat there was an improvement, in
the sense that there were more or less room foti@hs and you had huge numbers of
political parties on the ground that people had daxkss to and heard these different
parties in person or on television. But agaims ltard to compare with the situation the
year before when there was less political violendbese areas but then again there was
no organized political opposition whatsoever, thgaaized political opposition being on

the battlefield.

JS: Now, we talked a little about the military. r@enly in Mr. Akashi’s view, one of
the weakest elements of the operations was CIVP\ould think, as an outsider, that
they would have been your closest allies so tolkspea human rights operation. How

did that work?
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TMU: Yes - they should have been, and | think that was how it was conceived, that
the police, because they were --- | forget how mafrthem there were all together, 2000
or 3000 --- because we were thirty human righteef§, they would be our eyes and ears
and they would be the people on the ground evemaylaad we would work very closely
with them in monitoring, if not in actual redresgians. In practice, because the quality
of the police that we were working with was so ndixand the human rights knowledge
or experience of nearly all of them was close tgligible, it was very difficult to do that.

| think that was a fundamental problem in the weat the whole operation was
conceived and set up. | can think of very few ¢oas if anywhere there would be a
sizable number of policemen who could be lent ouheé UN who had an adequate
understanding of human rights promotion and praiactThe idea that you can have
police to do that is highly problematic and thatisat we found on the ground.
Oftentimes, many of the police wanted to help; thieyply didn’t have the training or the
understanding of human rights to really be helpfuid meaningful way. That being said,
we wound up depending on them a huge amount fartepOur initial reports of any
kind of human rights violation rarely came from @wn people --- they were so few.

They came through CIVPOL in the end.

JS: So, it's one of the lessons to be drawn, filmenGambodian experience, that

elsewhere you need to have at least a better tkaine

TMU: Yes. |think there is a general feeling thaman rights is something that

everyone can kind of pick up, or that it's obvi@ml that it's not a real profession, it's
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not something that needs a lot of training or usiderding. Yes. |thinkit's a lesson that

needs to be learned that you can’t have civilidicp@s an integral part without training

End of Side 1

JS: There were two US-funded organizations thaesetive there, the National

Democratic Institute and the International Repwriee Were you at all aware of their

operations?

TMU: | was aware of them, I didn’t work with thenhnever attended any of their

seminars, which I know they organized for opposiflitical parties in Phnom Penh. |

knew... some of the people there informed me,\lazat all.

JS: So, you can't judge how effective or ineffeetiv

TMU: No, not really.

JS: And they were not working precisely in the hamghts area?

TMU: No, they weren’t one of the partner NGO orgations.

JS: Although you would have included political fleen within the context of human

rights?
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TMU: Yes. It just happened that they, I think,tleerived quite late in the UNTAC
period, and so we probably would have met theropltdemember. They already had
their ideas of what they wanted to do and theyadlydhad set up seminars and training

programs, so it didn’t really link up with anythitigat we were doing at that time.

JS: Now, as you were saying, the instance of palitriolence increased as the
elections drew closer, but did you find in spitdlwdt evidence of reconciliation within
the Cambodian society which had really been traizexhiy history? Were the groups

coming together?

TMU: Because it wasn’t an ethnic conflict, they wail i except for the Vietnamese
minority, and that was a separate issue, | thinklfe Cambodians it was civil war. You
could find many Cambodian families where you had m@ember of the family who was
for the Khmer Rouge and another member of the fawals killed by the Khmer Rouge
and another member of the family works for the&StdtCambodia government. It was a
civil war in that way. The vast majority of Camlaas that we talked to wanted peace,
wanted a better government, wanted change, bushiva case like in Bosnia, like in an
ethnic conflict where it was a question of one camity fighting each other. So it
wasn’t a question of reconciliation, except betwdenViethamese community and the
majority Cambodian community, where it was an etloainflict, and it was a growing
ethnic conflict while we were there, and perhapsame extent between those
communities which were living in Khmer Rouge arand everyone else --- but we had

no access to those communities, or very little s€te those communities, anyway.
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JS: Including the Viethamese communities?

TMU: The Viethamese communities that was the miggue, because the Khmer Rouge,
having opted out of most of their commitments urttlerParis Peace Accords, and
finding themselves increasingly marginalized asetleetion process continued, decided
that they would play a sort of ‘racist card’ andunted a series of attacks on Viethamese
civilians to try to galvanize a certain degreeraérest or support. Of course that was
probably the most important human rights issueeataced in the months leading up
the election, as important as the attacks by thel@dian government on perceived
political opponents, but it was also something thatfound very difficult to really do

anything about or to address in a satisfactory way.

JS: In effect, UNTAC had no access to the arearmkdmer Rouge control, once the
Khmer really ceased its cooperation and Mr. Akashihe well-publicized incident
stopped at the Khmer border. But what about thedmurights operations? Did some

human rights efforts continue within the Khmer Rewageas?

TMU: Yes. We had at least one human rights worlees, couple of human rights
officers in the northwest of the country, who wesarking in areas in which there were
villages which were controlled by the Khmer Roudfewasn’t a very formal relationship,
we never went to Parlin. | went with Dennis MacNaawho spoke to a senior Khmer
Rouge official in Phnom Penh, the representatiiehinom Penh at the time; we never
went to Parlin. But again we worked in their \igs. And like in many of these smaller,

more remote villages, we tried to do what we conldroviding some information and
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some human rights education and things, but | dbimk we could pretend that that was

anything more than very sort of marginal...

JS:  Was it a dangerous operation?

TMU: No. |don’t think that our people who were sking there felt that they were in
any particular danger, any more danger there theywwere anywhere else in the country.
Again, these are sort of the on the borderlineséet government-held positions and

Khmer Rouge-held positions. We were never workmine Khmer-held territory.

JS: Now, was the cooperation between the humamsrelament in UNTAC and the
refugee operation under Mr. de Mello, particulanlyerms of the conditions in the camps

in Thailand, or as the refugees were returningamBodia?

TMU: We had a fairly close relationship with théugee component. Dennis
MacNamara, the head of human rights, was secomdadthe UN High Commissioner
for Refugees, so he obviously knew all the pedmdea well. Most of that had happened,
or a lot of the repatriation effort was well undeay by the time | arrived. | think in
general because the repatriation was being doaglhly agency, it wasn't that important
for us necessarily to be part of their monitorimge they would have been monitoring
themselves. The repatriation, given our very kaditesources, that wasn’t a huge focus,
of monitoring the situation of returnees. Thatigesaid, we had human rights officers in
the areas in which refugees were being returneti{regy would have reported about

them...
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coming back by the thousands, and in some caseliaiges where they did not originate,
so they must have claimed some property that othagist have claimed. Who was

monitoring that?

TMU: It would have been UNHCR. | remember we d&d ggports, and some of the
people that we had in those provinces were condeaheut the situation and returned
refugees, but again most of the monitoring and rabgte attempts to help these people
was done by UNHCR, and then again, by late-199&,0blems had arisen, our resources
were so stretched that we didn’t really focus ashmas we would have wanted to on the

situation.

JS:  And there was no question of overlap, thefynitions between the two?

TMU: No, | think that was fairly clear. We had pmblems with UNHCR.

JS: How was the cooperation between, in generaliwyere in Headquarters so you

can judge this in a way - not just between the hunghts component and the other

components in UNTAC, but among the components megd? Did they work as a team,

in your observation?

TMU: Yes, | suppose so. | suppose in any bureayasdnere you have differences and

people ally themselves with their particular offmecomponent. | think in general we
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worked quite well with everyone except that we trad continual difference of opinion
with the civil administration component on humaghts redress strategies, and again it
was a constant problem where we would push fortgreation and they would be
conservative and not want to antagonize relatiaitis the State of Cambodia
government. That was a recurrent source of tendicept for that, we would have

issues coming and going but there wasn’t any spemifgoing problem.

JS: | asked about the role of CIVPOL in assistimgliuman rights group. What
about the military component? Did you in the humghts area think of the soldiers as

assisting you in the objectives of the human riginéa?

TMU: In general, the UN military there didn’t hagewell-defined human rights role to
play. | think where we would have thought of théma most was when Khmer Rouge
attacks against the Vietnamese civilians increaseldmany of us felt that there might
have been a greater role that the UN military cdwaide played in protecting Viethamese
communities along the Tonle Sap river who were ukdiener Rouge threat. |
understand that the mandate of the UN troops ogritend didn’t really extent to
providing those kinds of protection operation. Hihreless, | think we felt that given that
we weren't following the letter of the mandate aaywgiven that they had already
confronted with the Khmer Rouge pulling out of the@mmitments, given that we were
doing lots of different things on a sort of ad has;you-go-along basis anyway, then
perhaps there might have been a few extra thiragghle military still could have done in
terms of a display of force, or other things -doh’t remember what the actual proposals

were --- but which they seemed reluctant to doweahad been pushing for. Then
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perhaps there were some disagreements on thosedgrdaut in general except for that, |
think we all understood that the military wouldhdve been able to support a human

rights...

JS: It wasn't their function?

TMU: It wasn't their function.

JS: Now, you mentioned earlier that the Speciat&otor who, rather late in the
game, was appointed --- first of all, was the appoent the result of the urging, so to

speak, of the human rights component?

TMU: Yes. It was conceived by the human rights porent. The Special Prosecutor,
Mark Plunkett, was a human rights officer. Agdiistwas at a time when there was
rising political violence and we had exhausted &ftsther redress measures proposals
that we had put forward to try to stem the violenb&ark, himself, was probably

involved in the initial thinking-up phase of hidioé.

JS: And was that a local initiative, so to spedkdther words, could that be done by

UNTAC itself or did it require New York?

TMU: In the end, we had Security Council approviahe setting up of that office. I'm

sure we wouldn’t have gone ahead if we didn’t hidnag, but we thought that we had



32

within the framework of the peace agreement and AGS'§ own mandate, the authority

to do that.

JS: But once he was appointed, he prosecuted es.céghy was that?

TMU: It was because of the dismal state of the Gadvdn judiciary. Again we were
probably erring on the side of being too optimistiten we thought that we could use
this to try to jump-start the Cambodian judicianglaget it to work on a few cases, but we
weren't able to. And the more we worked with trer@odian judiciary the more we
realized that it would really have to be startedrdvom scratch. It was very difficult to
get these judges who had been trained under theegilche to act in an independent way.
So, we had a big problem, because we had arrest¢diBpeople, they were in UN
detention, they were among the first people | thifilo were under UN detention; we
didn’t have a magistrate before which we couldtaske people’s detention be agreed to

and that problem lasted until the very end of theration.

JS: Did your human rights component have any doectdirect relations with the

Human Rights Commission in Geneva?

TMU: With the Center for Human Rights. Again, frarary early on, we had felt that we
had a very short time and we needed to start thgn&bout what we could do to lay the
foundations for a longer-term improvement in thenan rights situation in Cambodia.
So, we thought about local NGOs and we, of coumsright about the UN Center,

because we as a component would disappear alondJMTAC a few months after the
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election. We approached the Center, probablyiily-4893, about looking after a long-
term presence to help protect the Cambodian huigats NGOs and continue some of

the work that we had been doing as well.

JS: The Human Rights Commission requested thaiporgeur be appointed, and
remain in Cambodia. That was fairly late, | thifkdon’t know what happened in that,

but what was the background for that?

TMU: | don’t know where the actual proposal stastiedt we in general were very much
in favor of as much continued involvement by UN lamnights mechanisms, structures,
offices, as possible. | know we lobbied particiyl&ard for the Center itself to be
present. I'm not sure what the discussions wexdithg) up to the appointment of the
rapporteur. Many of the people who worked in camponent stayed on to work for the
Center so there is a degree of personal, if nétutisnal, continuity. And the Center
still has a presence. We thought that was extremgdortant, that we leave behind

someone that was competent in the field.

JS: Were some of the personnel that remained patieof that Center?

TMU: Yes, they formally would have changed jobs th&ty more or less would have

continued much of what they were doing before.

JS: You mentioned earlier that one of the problems the inadequate provision that

was made for economic support, | guess you wouldteat the human rights group
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enjoyed. What conclusions would you draw from thaerms of lessons from

Cambodia?

TMU: | think what | was trying to say was if insteaf looking at human rights as being
something which was an addendum to the electioogssy and if we looked very broadly
and said, “We at the UN are here in this countryafgear-and-a-half or two years, what
can we best do to make sure human rights are beipected for the long-term?” Then
probably holding an election all of a sudden ireamironment which really wasn’t best
suited for it, probably would have been fairly lodmwn on the list. There probably
would have been many other things that we coule lieone, such as trying to raise the
standard of education and health care more gepeirgihg to completely restructure and
professionalize the police force, to try to comgligtestructure and retrain the judiciary,
such as working very closely with local media tottr ensure there was a free and fair
media, to try to perhaps arrest war criminals agabpe suspected of severe human rights
violations, to try to identify and dismiss from gowment structures people who were
guilty of supporting policies which were not condigcto human rights...

There were all kinds of things which we could hdeae which would have had a
much longer-term view, but instead of that I thihk focus was very much... through no
fault of UNTAC, | mean that was the way the Agreatrtead come together... it was very
much on the form of holding elections. | thinktive future. if there was a little less
attention to form but more to the substance ohtgyo democratize a country and to
improve the living standards of people in that doyrin order that you could have a
more genuinely popular and stable government irithee, that we need to think a little

bit more on that side as well as on simply havitgcanically free and fair election.
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other UN agencies that were active there at theZim

TMU: There was the whole reconstruction componehich was linked to the World
Bank, but | think they had a very tough time, ansgtart in getting off the ground, so |
think that was a major shortcoming. | think theheuld have been a much greater focus
on that, and | think we should have had a mucmggplink between our component and
the reconstruction component, and that should baea thought through beforehand. In
terms of other agencies, like UNDP and UNESCO, agdome links, we would be in

communication, but we had no joint initiatives oograms or anything like that.

JS: And there was no inter-agency rivalry?

TMU: No, because UNTAC was so dominant at that tisoethat really didn’t come up

as an issue, at least in the time that | was there.

JS: You went on from there to Bosnia eventuallyhatMessons did you take with
you, so to speak? What lessons do you think shoane been learned from the
Cambodian experience that are transferable to €2hé&nd | am speaking now

particularly in the human rights area.

TMU: Again, we saw a similar problem in Bosnia sevgears later when the Dayton

peace accords gave the burden of monitoring hurghtsrto a police force, which then
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was placed under the UN’s supervision and authofty, that's a basic problem of not
understanding that human rights is something tbatia to be monitored and handled by
people who have had much more training than jusigle of weeks human-rights
training before they go in. | think in terms ofuedtion and information, | think in

general in Cambodia we did quite a good job. |M®@ay one important lesson of
Cambodia is that many of these countries, anchktltis probably going to be true in
countries in the future which are coming out obaftict, it's rarely the case that you are
going to find a society which is still very traditial, very conservative, and looking-
backward, and holding great respect for the insbims of government which they had.

On the contrary, it’s likely to be a society thatiesperate to find something new. It's not
simply a matter of the UN exploiting that, but iisnatter of the UN assisting people in
looking forward towards new ways of changing the/ weey govern themselves. | think
there can be a much more dynamic interaction tieteyeen the UN i with the resources
it has, with the knowledge it has fi and local comities, in coming up with something
new that is relevant to the local context, butanway is a watering down of international

human-rights standards, which | don’t think anyameild want.

JS: In that sense, did you find a distinct diffeebetween Cambodia, the population
of Cambodia and in Bosnia. Bosnia came out of at@ve tradition, in part at least; in
Cambodia that is not the case. Did this makefaréifice in people’s perceptions of what

rights they should enjoy?

TMU: Well, | didn’t work as a human rights officer Bosnia, and | worked there during

the war situation, so that’s quite different. h#dhink because Cambodia is a non-
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Western country that that itself made a differenicihink what made a difference is that
it is an extremely poor country, with a really Istandard of literacy and education.
There was a constant need to try to make the §wdrg legalistic language in UN human
rights documents relevant to ordinary people orgtieeind. | don’t think the fact that

they were from an Asian country or a non-Westeumtry really changed things at all.

JS: This is a very difficult question, especiallyce you were not in the field, but it is
often commented that the population of Cambodianeably traumatized by its past
experience, and therefore was really unable toralis®mw concepts, their imagination

was stunted. What did you find in that respect?

TMU: | think there is some truth to that; I thinkyaof us who lived there for any length
of time and was aware of what was going on and@aetbodian people would agree that
there was a huge number of people who were getr@nmatized and unable even, in
some cases, to look after themselves or to do thet basic things. But then at the same
time, there were many people, probably the majopéyhaps, who were still very able,
who had lived through this period but were stilirermely capable, were optimistic,
perhaps even more than we were, and who were afkiogir assistance in their work in
promoting and protecting human rights. And reallywe could have done was try to
help those people, and assume that they as Camisodlauld understand their society
better than we did. What | am saying is | supptsérue there were many people who
were traumatized, perhaps in many ways Cambodidtdidve the capacity to absorb lots

of new ideas and new initiatives, but I'm quite ident in saying that there were some
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people who were, and we tried --- probably couldehdone more --- to try to help those

particular individuals.

JS: Are there any other particular things that wouwld like to put on the historical
record, so to speak, of your experience in Cambibdiewe haven’t covered? And while
you think about that, let me ask you one other tjpresand that refers to, since again you
were at Headquarters, the relations with the varfaations that were represented there,
including the government itself. Were there difftees in the relationship? Did Mr.
MacNamara and you have frequent contact with theesentatives of the factions that

were present?

TMU: Yes, we did, and we had specific people withim component in Headquarters
who were responsible for liaising with at least th@n political parties, and we tried to
meet as many of the other political parties asiptesgist to listen to their concerns. It
was a difficult relationship, because obviouslyaktical violence against them
increased in the months before the election, theyéd UNTAC and they blamed the
human rights component in particular for not daimgre. We felt that this was unfair
since we weren't really the people in charge of imgikiecisions about possible redress
measures, but we took the brunt of all of theiti@ams, especially from FUNCIPEC for
not taking a more active stand against what theyasaa systematic campaign of
harassment against their party. So, yes it was emes problematic relationship, but we
kept in close touch, | personally kept in closectowith a couple of people | knew quite
well at that party and a couple of others. Soheard their concerns all the time. We got

information from them, which then led to specifiwéstigations. But then again we
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weren’t in a position necessarily to do what migate been necessary to actually stop
the violence, and that's why we proposed the SpEcasecutor’s Office, as an extreme

response to a very bad situation.

JS: Because there wasn’t an element, from the begjnthat could carry out an

investigation?

TMU: Well, we could carry out an investigation bén the question was “What do you
do?” The only redress mechanisms that were buitthe agreement were the power of
dismissal, and that Mr. Akashi decided to use sparingly. | think we had a case of a
police officer or a police station chief who we haanted to be dismissed quite early on,
and that was never agreed to by civil administratioby Mr. Akashi. So generally the
power of dismissal, for whatever reason, wasn’'tiuaed so we had no other redress
mechanisms other than public condemnation or dipttyn Because that didn’t work,
then we tried the Special Prosecutor’s Office, vhithpowers of arrest as, again, an

extreme response to the situation.

JS: Which leads to a possible conclusion, thaktsbould be greater longevity to a

United Nations operation such as this.

TMU: Yes, especially if you are going to have a lammights component. | think there
is a great danger in setting up a human rights oo, in launching a very large and |
think fairly effective human rights information cpaign, raising expectations in that

way, creating a lot of enthusiasm among some pdopleuman rights, having a lot of



40

Cambodians push themselves forward as human pglaisie who really wanted a new
system, and then not really having the instrum#émtsugh with to improve human rights
while we were there. 1think that creates a pnobie terms of the legitimacy of UNTAC

or any other operation like that.

JS: Is there a contradiction in what you are sayimthe sense that it would take a
very long time to establish or to nurture the tositbns that are necessary, so that just the
continued presence of monitors wouldn’t do muchdjonless there were the institutions

too?

TMU: No. | mean, with a different hat, as an hign, | would question whether or not
it is possible at all for an operation of such dreabpe in time, of any group of foreigners
going into a country, with even huge resourcesaftamited period of time of really
changing the course of history or society in tlmtritry. So, | think even with the best of
intentions and with much greater resources and swerin greater political will, it may
simply have been impossible for us in 18 monthe#&dly turn Cambodian society upside
down, which is really what would have been neefleegiwere going to leave behind a
stable, democratic system of government. Sonktbnless you are willing to stay in for
a very long time, for many, many years, not j&tionths, or you lower expectations ---
I mean, perhaps it's still worth trying, but I tkift is very difficult to go into those kinds

of post-conflict situations and expect to changegsiin just a few months time.
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JS: Now, my final question until we go back to ygou are a very acute observer
who has had historical training, how would you discthe image that is prevalent

among Cambodian society of the United Nations a&itt it and as it went out?

TMU: | think we went in.... When we went in | thitkere was a lot of good will

toward UNTAC on the ground. | think they saw usi@$t as a colonial operation; | think
the feeling was that we had quite widespread pawleas we were there almost as an
army of occupation, that there was no area in whietcouldn’t intervene or try to fix
things, by ordinary people, not necessarily theegowmg elite. | think among the
governing elite, as | said earlier, they werenitgsure, there was uncertainty about what
we were going to be able to do. | think towardsend people saw UNTAC as being, |
think quite realistically, being much weaker thhayt had thought, because there had
been much publicized cases of misbehavior or cafrantions by some UNTAC people.
Some of that had rubbed off on the operation ab@ew | think in general, it is very hard
to generalize about what Cambodian people woul@ tiaaught, but when we left | think
people had a much more realistic idea about whapanation like that could do than

when we went in and people expected we could doytnreg.

JS: Back to the other question. Are there anyrgibits that you feel that you'd like

to put on the record?

TMU: | think the only thing is that oftentimes ith@r peacekeeping operations since
Cambodia, | mean Cambodia was considered to soteatexrelative success, others

have been considered failures. | think that afdhe discussion about what to do to
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improve these operations in the future talks abmaridates and resources and how the
military could or could not be, or the police, cdwr could not be better trained and
equipped to deal with these circumstances. Buihktin a way, much less attention has
been given to how to set-up and train and pregarthé civilian components of these
operations. In the Cambodian case, the civiliangmmnents were civil administration
components, human rights, to some extent the racmtion people, the information
people, the analysis, the information people, tReS&’s office, and there has been
relatively little thought given on how that could bet-up as a sort of stand-by force, and
then how that stand-by force could then be flexiblbest deal with a particular situation.
| think there is always this assumption, not so Imiacthe Cambodian case but in general,
that you have the military already prepared thref@ar years in advance, but then you
can sort of set up a civilian team from scratcjust a few weeks’ time. And what we
saw in Cambodia and what we’ve seen in a lot odiotiperations is that it takes the
civilians many, many months into an operation teuge by which time the operation is
half-over. And oftentimes you get people of mixgality. You get people who are on
very short-term contracts, you get people perhapgroperly trained in that particular
context. It's not a fault of the UN, in the setisat the UN is thrown into these
situations. But | think the lesson in Cambodithat even in a situation that had a much
greater degree of planning and preparation we hatalgms, and | think there have been

many more problems in other operations.

JS: Thank you very much. | think that’s all theegtions | have at this point.



