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James Sutterlin: Mr. De Mello, | want first, in the beginning difiis interview to
thank you for agreeing to participate in this on&tory project undertaking by Yale
University. And if | might, | would like to ask ypin the beginning, what was the

background of your choice to lead this refugee gagin Cambodia?

VieiradeMdlo: It is interesting that you ask that question bseayou know as a
university student in the sixties, | followed event Indochina, perhaps more than |
followed them in my own country, Brazil. Therefpenything that happened then, or
subsequently in countries like Vietnam, Laos anthBadia was extremely important and
relevant to me. | was always interested in Candbailice those days, particularly in
Cambodia because it seemed to be the weakest obtimries in Indochina and certainly
one that suffered, perhaps if the comparisontsthat suffered perhaps more than its
neighbors. Also, in historical terms and thendoabt because of the Khmer Rouge era
that | think shocked anyone who followed world affaand particularly Asian affairs in
the late seventies. | thought we had an obligatievards Cambodia as the international

community and the United Nations, in particular.eThistory of the Cambodian exile



was, itself, rather dramatic, as you know. | falr office, in particular, in those days,
UNHCR, | mean in the late eighties, had an oblaratialmost a moral and historical
obligation to succeed in returning refugees afi@inig in protecting them when they first
attempted to enter Thailand. It was more of a@wbinterest and commitment than
anything else. | must say that the moment the dppidy presented itself, | went to Mrs.
Ogata and | told her that | was more interestedunning that operation than in
continuing as director of external relations in &en After some hesitation, she agreed

and | was delighted then and never regretted @desin

JS: UNHCR was actually an independent operatiothimvthe Cambodian complex.
How would you describe the relationship between @R yourself, as the head of that

operation, and UNTAC?

VD: A bit of history. UNHCR, yes, was independentdahad been relatively
independent over the years because of its spewdimdate. But, UNHCR, from the late
seventies, did not really look after the entire Gathan refugee population. In fact, it
looked after a minority. And largely, for the sgecpurpose of resettling them through
Kawidang Camp in third countries. The majoritytioé refugees, those who remained on
the border between Thailand and Cambodia and whenlaver repatriated, were not
assisted or protected by UNHCR, which is why weerreéb a failure earlier on. They
were under the assistance, but not the protectiodNBRO, the UN Boarder Relief
Operation which was an interesting ad hoc sui gersrangement made by the United

Nations in the early eighties. In the search feage in Cambodia, if you asked Rafi



Ahmed, who was leading the United Nations contrdyuto that process, | presume he
would confirm to you that UNHCR was probably theiagy of the system that remained
very closely in touch with him and his team. So ksl attempted over the years to
follow the political process and to make whatevedsst contribution that we could, we
were in a position to make through him, to thatcpss. In August 1989, in Paris during
the first Paris peace conference- | should perpap# out that the third committee of the
Paris conference, which dealt with repatriation egtthbilitation was the only committee
that reached consensus on a paper which two yates became almost verbatim the
relevant annex to the Paris Peace Agreements oatfigjmn and Rehabilitation. From

seeing all of this, because we had been very ingijpanvolved in the peace process. So

when the Paris peace agreements were adopted...

JS: | believe that that particular paper was lgrgeafted by Rafi Ahmed’s team, in

which UNHCR figured.

VD: Absolutely. We had been working on it for qugome time, with his team. We
had also been talking to different parties, inahgdihe Khmer Rouge about its contents.
When the Paris Peace Agreements were adoptedfdireer&/NHCR, was no longer an
independent actor. We were part of the United d¥ati effort and therefore, naturally,
became part of the United Nations implementatiorchmaism on the ground, starting
with the first mission in Cambodia, which as youokn began in November. The
preparatory mission which was led by my good friedhul Karim whom | am sure you

will be interviewing as well, and you were right @hyou say that we were independent



because, UNHCR had its mandate. We had also tickearly defined in the annex to
the peace agreement. We had our repatriation \ptaoh was, | must tell you quite
frankly, flawed, but that was the best plan we doobme up with on the basis of
available information and very very limited restive access to the field. And we had
our own objectives and in fact, our own independenirce of funding which, in fact,
enabled us to launch the repatriation operatioy anfew days after UNTAC actually
came into existence on the fifteenth of March 0929 That independence was very
relative. You know that | had two hats, | was &8al Envoy of Mrs. Ogata of UNHCR,
but I was also director of the repatriation compurad UNTAC, therefore working under

Mr. Akashi and that was your question.

JS: That was my question. How did that work?

VD: It worked very well. | don’'t know what Mr. Adshi would say, but seen from our
perspective, there was never, that | recall, asggleement between my two principals,
as it were, or between myself and Mr. Akashi beedualso represented UNHCR or
between myself and Mrs. Ogata because | was worknagr the authority of the Special
Representative of the Secretary-General. | woaldteat drawing from that model in
UNHCR, we later felt that this was an ideal typeaofangement. This double hat which
provided UNHCR with the necessary political covauthority, protection, guidance,
while at the same time retaining our relative aatoy for operational, financial purposes,
but also in terms of our ability to maintain corgaevith parties on the ground, for

instance, the Khmer Rouge. We never lost contattt the Khmer Rouge after the Khmer



Rouge de facto abandoned the mechanisms set ulNBQAU for the implementation of
the Paris Agreements -- even after the Khmer Rdaggmme openly hostile towards
UNTAC. In that sense, it was in fact useful todide to maintain a dialogue with the
Khmer Rouge and even visit them in their areasrapdtriate those who wished to return
to Khmer Rouge areas as UNHCR, rather than the lofadne of the UNTAC

components. There were many advantages in thadhype of status.

JS: Just to pursue that question a little furthbelieve, again that in your capacity as
Special Envoy of Mrs. Ogata, you had an extraorgiaaount of independence, in other
words it was delegated to the field more so thawtteer operation, and my question is
was this good? Do you think this delegation toftakl of a really quite broad authority,

was successful there? Would it be successful dlemf?

VD:  Well, | cannot judge whether it was successiuhe sense that | was in charge of
the operation and it's not for me to judge the ssswf the operation as such. But, if you
ask me about the success of the model, the ansvasfinitely affirmative. That was a
first test of such broad delegation of authoritytte field. | even requested that the head
of the subregional desk at Headquarters be traegsfdo Phnom Penh to work as my
deputy. So it was an actual transfer of almosaltoperational responsibility from
Geneva to Phnom Penh which enabled us to takeialesiwithout consultations with the
Headquarters. We kept obviously the High Commis=miand the director for Asia and
other colleagues fully informed on a daily basiswdiat was happening and of the

rationale of the decisions that we were making,lugiog drastic changes to the



repatriation plan because once we managed to gaiess to Battambang, Banteay
Meanchey to Siem Reap provinces, we realized tlzatynof the assumptions that were
based on satellite photography, the conclusionsaeedrawn, in terms of availability of
arable land, etc. were completely wrong. | mehay twere right from the air, from the
sky, but they were wrong on the ground. We hagkwse entirely our assumptions and
the way in which we conducted that operation. Me&dhad to consult Geneva, had we
allowed Headquarters to second-guess us, it woaNeé hever worked. That gave us the
necessary power to initiate new approaches onnend and to manage the operation
from a logistical point of view with full independee but also full accountability. | think
that the auditors and those who judge the operdtoon a technical point of view would

probably agree that we ran it as best we could.

JS: | think that's the general assessment. Yakespf being dependent on the
satellite photography. There had been a couplkeadfer missions there, Hedi Annabi
was down there and they had fairly wide accedsnkt throughout Cambodia. Was their

findings of these early missions, were they useful?

VD: Any of those missions before basically Novenibecember 1991, were useful.
But, Hedi Annabi, John Shidonvar, and others whsitedl Cambodia between ‘89 and
‘91, in preparation for the peace operation werernezessarily looking at those details
that were relevant to the repatriation of closéotar hundred thousand people and could
not have done so in the circumstances. Their ace@s perhaps wide but still rather

limited and of short duration for them to be aldeatldress in a reliable manner, issues



such as availability of land, the extent of antigmgnel mines, pollution, and the
willingness of the provincial and municipal, or avéllage authorities to be flexible, in

terms of allocation of land and return of refuged® did not necessarily originate from
those villages. All of that, | am afraid, we haddiscover almost on a day to day, daily

basis.

JS: Yes, I'd like to jump ahead there because yaue lgotten into an extraordinarily
interesting thing, that is the attitude of thoseowiere resident in the villages on the
return of the repatriates, when in fact, those tregieng were not returning to their own
villages. In other words, how did you, not perdlynbut as your organization, persuade

the people to accept your returnees?

VD: First of all, many, if not the majority, didttgn either to their villages of origin or
to those places where they knew their relativeqy wdd remained in Cambodia and had
not fled across the border, had moved to. Soyiprinoumber one for the returnees was
not so much their village of origin, but where arcle or brother or cousin had managed
to survive during the Khmer Rouge period and thiéeeaSecondly, | must say that with
very few exceptions, the attitude of the local dapan, not obviously limited to the
relatives of the returnees, but of the local poporaat the village level was always
positive, always hospitable, always welcoming tasathe refugees. Unlike other parts
of the world, God knows, I've seen a few repaiiag in my career, the fact that they did
not originate from that village was not an obstacl®bviously, what we tried to do

through the so-called quick impact projects wasnttke that return and the hospitable



attitude of the local population beneficial to allhose projects, as you know, were
intended to improve some of the services, suchiakidg water, schools, to some extent,
basic services that clearly benefit the populatisra whole and not just the returnees. It
would have been a mistake to privilege the retisn@s compared to the receiving

population. That may have generated a rejectiadreyne.

JS: The quick impact projects were done in coopmravith UNDP, | believe. Was

that relationship a successful relationship?

VD: Yes, that's a very good question. First of #ile quick impact projects were done
with many partners, UNICEF, WFP, in particular, leven with agencies that normally
are not operational, like the ILO. Needless to, saynumber of non-governmental
organizations often implemented those projects.e féationship with UNDP was an
interesting one. In the early stages, UNDP bottihenground and at the Headquarters
level here in New York, was skeptical about thissel linkage with UNHCR and short
term rehabilitation projects. In other words, tlign’t take it very seriously. Gradually
with the passing of weeks in the first half of 19%dward Vatez who was then resident
representative in Cambodia, and who strangely dmaaugd | believe that was a mistake,
was not like | was, director of the rehabilitati@md reconstruction component of
UNTAC, which in my opinion, he should have beeraifh sure that Berndt Bernander
who was then director of that component would recgtoday that that was a mistake).
Edward Vatez gradually, not only came on board,dmgame enthusiastic, so much so

that when the UNDP Administrator visited us latethe year, he, Vatez was instrumental



in attaining agreement from the Administrator foe trelease of a limited but rather
significant amount in the Cambodian context, fréma indicative planning figure which
had been frozen for ten years. So there was aflotoney available from the UNDP
sources. They contributed to the program and lateras you know, through the
CARERE arrangement took over entirely. So | wos#y that after Central America,
Cambodia was probably the second most successfulag of short term repatriation
relief and rehabilitation efforts by UNHCR and thaman return community and the

longer term reconstruction development responsésliof the UNDP.

JS: Now, it is interesting that you mentioned Can#kmerica because in Central
America the cooperation between the financial tastins and the UN operations was not
so good. Did the financial institutions play amtpin this? | mean the Bretton Woods

institutions?

VD: Not as far as we were concerned, not as fathasrepatriation effort was
concerned. | am not sure that they could haveeplay positive role then in the Khmer
context, and in the general interagency cooperatmmext of the early ‘90’s. | am
convinced, however, that without the internatiofinhncial institutions, the Bank, in
particular, and regional banks when they exist laglp with the necessary resources, we
cannot plan ahead in any sensible and responsio@en, and we cannot implement any
such operation at present and in the future. Ehwig probably be easier once the Bank
has established, as you know, this unit for posfim type of activities. Mr. Wolfenson,

as you probably aware, is personally interesteatiginterface with humanitarian actors.



JS: Yes, peace-building.

VD: Yes, exactly.

JS: Again, it is interesting to compare the expexein different areas where the
United Nations has been active -- in the reintégmabf populations into a society.
Again, generally speaking, it has not been terrgalgcessful, certainly not in Central
America. My question here is, how do you assessritegration process of the refugee
population insofar as it could go in the relativelyef time that UNTAC and UNHCR

were primary actors there?

VD: Yes. Let me preface my answer to your questiith the following observation.
Those who told us then, you should delay the regietn until such time as better, short
of ideal, conditions exist for their reintegratiamy have been right in theory but, they
didn’t know what they were talking about in praeticHad they visited the refugee camps
in Thailand as often as | did, had they had theas of information we had in all the
camps along the border, they would have known ttheafpopulation was impatient, was
anxious, was often even hostile towards us, acgusiNHCR of delaying their return.
You will probably remember that in our repatriat®ystem, we had established a kind of
hierarchy of communes, on the basis of the secpréyailing in those areas, the problem
of mines affecting those areas, and indeed otheors such as availability of land,

etc...or the proximity to the confrontation linbgtlikelihood that the confrontation line
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would keep moving, as it often did, one way or Aeot The conclusion was a
categorization of communes, of municipalities whigant from “go” areas to “no go”
areas and different degrees of “go’s” and “no go’'&low, that type of categorization
worked for a while until one day when | visitedesi which was one of the smaller
Khmer Rouge controlled camps. The refugees, bftening to me, attacked me brutally,
accusing me and UNHCR of being paternalistic, giny to manage this operation
without taking the views or the wishes of the refgopulation into account, claiming
that they knew, much better than we did what tieaton was like in the areas they
wanted to return to and asking us to stop bossiegtaround and telling them when we
thought they could go back, or where they shouldagk, and that that was a decision for
them to make. All they were asking was for asaistato get back and some assistance to
get started. The rest, the basically they toldwaes none of our business. So, we
were not dealing with a patient and subdued pojmatany longer, by then. The
moment you removed the lid of the Khmer Rouge, FUINNREC and KPNLF controlled
structures in the camps, they were quite capabldeofding for themselves what they
wanted. All we managed to do was to contain thatety, prevent them from returning
spontaneously across dangerous border crossingspemiad get them to wait until room
was available on one of the convoys for them tack. I'm being rather detailed about
this, because | think it's a very important considien. Of course the situation in
Cambodia was not conducive to massive repatriatiobody will dispute that, but the
fact of the matter is that had we not been thetake them back in an organized manner
and give them minimal assistance on arrival, theuld have returned on their own and

the situation would probably have been far moreottbghan we witnessed in the end.
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Now, was the reintegration process successful? idDbly not. | don’t remember the
exact figures, because, after all, five years legssed; but we considered at the end of the
operation that not more than half, roughly, of teeurnee population had managed to

reintegrate, one way or another. | am speakingohemic reintegration...

JS: And social.

VD: Socially was easier, as | repeat. The Cambodizciety is extremely generous.
That was not really a problem. It was a problemtfi@ handicapped, for mine victims,
for widowed heads of family, for whom we tried tevélop specific projects -- vulnerable
category projects. But in general, socially, thesturn and reintegration was not a
problem, politically either. We feared in the gastages that because they had been
identified over the years with the three coalitmovements and since the majority was
returning to State of Cambodia, CPP-controlledittasr, that there might be political
problems and we were amazed by the absence ofughyirscidents. In fact, in the early
stages of the operation we even managed to disésshabState of Cambodia system of
control, which was very similar to the one prevajliin communist countries, i.e. the
Propiska, the identification card and number that enabled tp live in a certain village
and move within that municipality but required ytu seek authorization to move to
another municipality or to another province. Nowviously that didn’t work, in the very
early stages of the repatriation process, becawse mof the returnees who had been
authorized to return to a village and commune disced that the relatives they thought

were living there were no longer there and had mi@@newhere else and immediately
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went away with our help searching for their relev No one could stop them. So very
early in the game, that system was overcome byt a&ere, the returnee anxiety to be
reunited with their relatives. Economically speakithe reintegration, even of those that
we believed were successfully reintegrated, wasloubt very fragile. | am sure that
among those, many later had to change their profeskad to close down whatever
small business they had opened; had to abanddartdehat was allocated to them; and
had to restart their lives in different sectoradfivity.

| am also convinced that many of those whom wendidmanage to reintegrate in
the first few months, and whom as you probably knaw continued to assist with food
rations for a period of one year after their retulater did find a job without our
assistance. So, | think it was a two-way streety\dynamic, very mobile. A recent
study by Refugees International and Lionel Rosahbldhom you might wish to consult,
who is a very good friend and who is always extignsipportive, shows that a
proportion, | cannot remember the exact proportlowouldn’t be surprised if it were
around twenty-five to thirty percent of the retugngopulation is still living in highly
precarious conditions. Now, this begs another tiprgsa more general question: add that
twenty to thirty percent of Cambodians in generad in highly precarious conditions, is
this peculiar to the returnee population or is this unfortunate reality in a least
developed country such as Cambodia. | haven't lleere for a few years, so | do not

know the answer, but | am not, needless to sayegnsatisfied with the operation.
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JS: You refer to, when the control of the factioqslitical factions was lifted in the
camps, how did that occur? | have the impresdman to a certain extent they were

influential in the repatriation process, was thatt the case?

VD: That was not the case. Obviously, the threaliton parties tried to the extent
they could to maintain their grip over the popuatin the camps they controlled for as
long as they could. Probably more so, the Khmeasgecand the FUNCINPEC than the
KPNLF.

As the repatriation movement began, it became thed no instructions given by
the political leadership in the camps would infloeenthe minds of the refugees

themselves. It was amazing.

JS: Why was that?

VD: | believe, as | said earlier, the moment tha tefugees realized first, that they
couldn’t make up their minds without listening tetpolitical leadership, that they were
offered not one but at least three opportunitieghtange their mind, in isolation from

their political masters, the first one being in tingial interviews with UNHCR and

UNBRO staff; the second being in the staging aref@re departure, where they were
isolated from the rest of the population and frdme teadership and under the sole
authority of UNHCR where they could again expréssrtwishes and say, no sorry, that’s
not really what | want to do, now that | can spé&akly, this is what | want to go back to;

and the third, being in the transit center oncey tiheached their first point of
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disembarkation inside Cambodia, where they coulthgh their mind a third time, they
simple exercised that freedom. It was amazing. nfyoconclusion, because | saw it
unfolding, was that we had underestimated the dgpat the refugee population to
decide on its own. It was just amazing because ssimaed, yet another wrong
assumption, that having been under the contrdhethree parties, that they had lost any
initiative, any freedom of judgment, any freedom tbbught; had become totally
dependent and might follow the instructions of theaders like sheep. Not at all. The
proof of this is that the vast majority of thoseirig in FUNCINPEC, KPNLF and then
Khmer Rouge camps returned to areas under the GRfPocand that many, who we
thought would return to CPP controlled areas, vegthier to FUNCINPEC or KPNLF, or
even to Khmer Rouge areas. You would be surplieeduse the majority of those who
returned, for instance, to Yeyot, a settlementhm Khmer Rouge area, in Battambang
province, in fact, came from Site 2, which was a\KF controlled camp. There was

really no logic in that, it was, by and large, eefidecision by the heads of families.

JS: In that connection, were the refugees, in génaware of the UNTAC operation,

the fact that the United Nations, was in a cersainse in control?

VD: Yes.

JS: And did that affect their attitudes?
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VD: Yes. |think one of the successes in this apen was the effectiveness of what
we called the mass information campaign, which ey the refugee camps with as
much information as was available, and as you oaegine, they were very eager to
receive any type of information on Cambodia andhenUnited Nations operation. With
the support of our friends in the information digrs of UNTAC and with our UNHCR

and UNBRO means of dissemination in the camps]iée the level of awareness, on
the part of the refugees, of what was going on tWHTAC was all about, the electoral
process was perhaps higher than in other, any o#patriation operations previously

carried out.

JS: And the radio reached them from...?

VD: That's a good question. | cannot recall nowetter the UNTAC radio was
powerful enough to reach the camps, but we ceytdiall cassettes of UNTAC radio
programs and literature, coming from the electdrakion, the information division, etc.
distributed, including video cassettes, in the caunpThailand. Even if the radio didn’t

reach them, the information did through differergams.

JS: | want to go back, and ask a brief questiorutlam organizational aspect of
Cambodia which was unique. There, Mr. Akashi whle @40 organize a kind of core
group of the Ambassadors which turned out to beemély useful as a form of

communication, indirectly to the Security Counuaihs this also useful in your operation?
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VD: Extremely so. The P5, and later on the extdn@® group, was one of the most
useful ad hoc support mechanisms that UNTAC ha@€ambodia and that supported
some components more than others in an excepyownakful manner. Ours, the

repatriation component was one of them. | metlegtyuwith them.

JS: You did?

VD: | did. So this was not only a political suppgroup. They were extremely
interested in the humanitarian repatriation compgnbecause they knew it was an
important pillar of the electoral process, so udtialy, of the success of the operation. |
must say that they extended great support to maeviee we were faced with a problem
either with the state of Cambodia or the Khmer Rougr the KPNLF, or from
FUNCINPEC, and God knows we had problems with thkeroughout the operation.
They would intervene and strongly support the lvetook. Even the Khmer Rouge, |
think 1 owe part of our successful cooperation viite Khmer Rouge to the role the P5

played and, in particular, China.

JS: China?

VD: Absolutely. | was in Beijing on the 13th andth of March of 1992 and returned
just in time to welcome Mr. Akashi to Phnom Peniscdssing with them certain key
difficulties just before we launched the operatam the 30th of March. The Chinese

extended our repatriation component full suppod leam sure advised the Khmer Rouge
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in a very positive and constructive manner. | nmasst, by and large, the Khmer Rouge
fully complied with the provisions of the Paris Agment as far as repatriation is

concerned.

JS: As far as repatriation. That's going to be maxt question, but | know that it

would be useful for you to take a break at thisnpoiMy next question will in fact be,

how did you deal with factional leaders? But, vdon't we break here and let you make

your calls.

VD: If you don’t mind, | will try to keep it as kef as possible.

End of Tape, Side 1

JS:  We had just reached the point where | was gairagk you about your relations
with, and | am speaking now, in terms of your rep&bn role, the factional leaders and

their declining influence in the camps.

VD: Well, what is interesting, to begin with the i@laodia People’s Party, is that from
an early attitude of suspicion and mistrust towatioe refugee population who they
believed as we did, were under the political, idgaal influence of the three coalition
parties, they gradually realized, (there | must gt the role of the chairman of the
Cambodian Red Cross was very was very influentia eather positive), Dr. Samadi.

They realized that this might in fact be an inténgspolitical maneuver, which in the end
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could turn out in their favor, in electoral terms, encouraging and facilitating the return
of these people to areas under their control. aBer some initial difficulties with the
CPP, | must say that their attitude changed allettogy and that throughout the
repatriation process, Hun Sen and his ministereaérays available to receive us, to
receive me, to listen and we often had very sentiffisulties on the ground. I think they
were genuine when they reaffirmed their suppodirtimterest in making it work, without
always being able to exercise sufficient influeaté¢he provincial level to translate those
promises into realities.

The problem we had with Hun Sen was that during War, the governors
acquired a great deal of autonomy, of independesfdatitude to decide, in particular the
governor of Battambang, who was bad news, who waarkord, but who had become
very strong, indeed and whom Hun Sen could onlythpanfluence and control.
Therefore, | am convinced that at the central letved support and the positive statements
we heard were genuine and that indeed there wasmenitment on the part of Hun Sen,
on the part of his minister of interior, ministef education, minister of health, Dr.
Samadi of the Red Cross, to make it work, to fet#i our task, to remove administrative
obstacles, etc., recognize diplomas acquired inc#mps. | mean, so many things that
you need to resolve in a repatriation of this tyjBit on the question of land, of making
arable land, safe land available to the returndesisions were made at the provincial
level and on those decisions, the central goverhimeh limited influence.

So, at the provincial, even the municipal levelr celations with the CPP, and
with their officials, because as you can imagihe, party and the government were one

and the same, were not so good, especially in Batag province, which was the main
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returnee province, in statistical terms and thewhere we faced the greatest difficulties
because of continued fighting, because of mining)lz@cause, as a result, much less land
than we had assumed or presumed was actually bhaila

With FUNCINPEC, the relations were good within Gaodia but often tense in
site B. As | said earlier, FUNCINPEC, like the KémRouge, tried to control the
population living in Site B, for longer than wassenable for them to attempt to do so.
So, we had moments of clash, of open clash, witNEINPEC, when they were actually
trying to interfere with our repatriation policiasd trying to force their people to return
to the FUNCINPEC controlled area in the northerrt pd Banteay Meanchey province.

With KPNLF, we had good relations, both in the meamp then controlled, site
2, and in Phnom Penh, as well as in the area tbeyratled in Thamar Pook, north of
Sisophon. In fact, | think | could say that thagere probably exemplary relations of
cooperation of transparent and supportive cooeratn their part.

An area we had major difficulties with the FUNCIE® was not so much related
to repatriation of Cambodian refugees but to tipeiicy and public statements on the
guestion of the Vietnamese settlers which were clwvhwere tantamount to calls for
murder of Vietnamese settlers. There we had ndigagreements because we argued
with them that not only were the policies and stegets contrary to any basic provisions
of human rights and humanitarian law, but that kygiteng anti-Vietnamese feelings
among the Khmer population, they were likely tovaile the displacement of these
people inside Cambodia, which indeed happened aswjlbrecall; or their departure for
Vietnam, as refugees because the Viethamese gogatmmaturally, considered them not

as Vietnamese citizens, but as Cambodian citizens therefore, were likely to create an

20



internal displacement or a refugee problem whichanweld have to look after. There, as
you know, Mr. Akashi and Dennis McNamara, who wase@or of the human rights
component, did what they could, so did we, butdaawail. That card was too sexy, too
useful for the KPNLF to exploit in electoral ternss, we kept disagreeing with them and
condemning their statements to no avail. As yoavknto some extent, FUNCINPEC
also followed that general line, although less tyerand with less objectionable
language than the KPNLF.

With the Khmer Rouge, the relationship was perlthpsmost interesting and the
most difficult to develop. In the early stagedtwé operation, they simply refused to talk
to us, to talk to me. We had had relatively goethtrons with them during the Paris
conference process, never terribly warm or traresgdout polite. As | said, they never
objected to our proposals, to the paper we submitteé89, and even adopted it in the
Third Committee. Our relations were also decemyen terribly warm, with the

leadership in site 8, site K.

JS: That were controlled by the Khmer Rouge?

VD: That were controlled by the Khmer Rouge. Oelationship, however, with the
Khmer Rouge leadership, that is the leadershipwieatould deal with, Khieu Samphan
and Son Sen, who was recently murdered, as you ,kmeve non-existent or very distant.
So-much-so that when we visited Pailin togethehwitince Sihanouk probably in April
1992, if my memory serves me well, which was tinst fofficial visit of Akashi, some of

his UNTAC directors, a few ambassadors and Sihanddde were received by Khieu
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Samphan and Son Sen. | had warned Sihanouk thaeded his help to arrange a
meeting with the leaders of the Khmer Rouge, thenbess, the Khmer Rouge members
of the Supreme National Council, which they were gi@anting me, to discuss certain
fundamental issues that were still unresolved then.

At the end of the formal meeting and lunch, hdecathem to a separate room
where | was waiting for them. When Sihanouk téidnh that he had invited them to that
room in order for them to meet with me, becauseeé¢ded to raise a few issues of
concern, etc., they started walking out of the ro@rmhanouk had to almost shout at them
and use his authority as Prince Sihanouk, he wias gtrince then, and ordered them to
return, which | must say they did. So we all sawvd and we had a rather unproductive
discussion. However, as a result of that meetm@ailing, soon thereafter in Phnom
Penh, | was able to meet with Khieu Samphan finst then with Son Sen, who was as
you know, minister of defense and commander infcbfethe Khmer Rouge forces,
sought out important logistical issues in termstrahsportation from the camps, into
Cambodia and then the return into Khmer Rouge arktimse who wished to go to those
areas. In other words, we needed to agree with that we would not transport refugees
directly from Thailand into Khmer Rouge controlladeas but that all of them would
return through the same route which was Aranyaptad®oipet-Sisophon and after the
transit center in Sisophon we would then redireosé who wished to go to KPNLF and
to Khmer Rouge camps or take them onward to the#l fdestination in the State of
Cambodia controlled areas.

In parallel with that, you may be interested t@mn and that | have not revealed

to anyone else so far, but since this is sometlmg say that perhaps can be kept
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confidential for a while, | managed to establismtaat with leng Sary and visited him

twice at Phnom Malai where you know he operatedobutl also established contact and
visited twice the Khmer Rouge General, Ni Korn arKNian, depending on how you

pronounced it and spelled it in Latin, who was tien military commander on the front

in Battambang province and who was therefore irtrobof the areas where the majority
of Cambodian returnees wishing to go back to KhRauge controlled areas were going
back to, or were supposed to go back to. Allhef with the approval of Akashi.

Those were probably the most interesting moments & historical and political
and personal point of view because visiting the KhiRouge area in those days, as you
can imagine, was not easy, by any means. We hasetall kinds of vehicles, we had to
cross rivers, had to walk in the bush and thentbadie their Khmer Rouge trucks before
reaching our final destination and the session wighKhmer Rouge generals were quite
amusing. But at the same time, they created thrauglless discussion that could last
two or three days -- they received you very wall avere amazingly well equipped with
food and drinks coming from Thailand -- we manage@stablish what |1 would call, a
relationship of confidence as much as confidence passible or desirable with those
characters. They understood that our only conaasto create conditions in their areas
that would enable those who would freely chooseetorn to those areas to do so in the
best possible conditions. Indeed, the conditionghose areas were better than in other
parts of Battambang province. There was plentyaofl. The Khmer Rouge were,
needless to say, delighted that several thousawdn’t remember the final figure of
returnees to the Khmer Rouge areas was, but sevenadand, close to twenty, twenty-

five thousand, actually wished to return to thegaaand we were impartially providing
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them with the same assistance that we were prayitbnothers. So suddenly they
realized that there was an interest there and #oegpted the notion of accepting a
settlement for returnees in the vicinity of a \g#acalled laey Ath which was not very
distant from the main road, Poipet-Sisophon, sadttihat road. We started working on
that. We opened a road, the only such road that fwem State of Cambodia controlled

territory into Khmer Rouge controlled territory. evhanaged...

JS: It was another quick impact project?

VD: There were a few quick impact projects in tlaat¢a but it was a bit of a sui
generis project because we were acting, we werglictconstructing a village there, a
kind of model settlement, providing returnees viathiding materials. The Khmer Rouge
civil administrator had allocated land. As you camagine, they were pretty well
organized and very disciplined. We managed tobéistaa post of the UNTAC civilian
police in that village and we started repatriafpegple to that area, with difficulties in the
early stages, with a lot of interference from tharér Rouge military . But gradually the
military retreated as it were and allowed the @wiladministrator, who was under leng
Sari, to run that settlement.

| must tell you, it was perhaps, the most succssich settlement in Cambodia,
because the circumstances were favorable and Bcteely the Khmer Rouge wanted
to use it as a show piece. They initially had idifities whenever we suggested that
journalists should be allowed to visit the settlamdut gradually opened up and | took

quite a few journalists to that area, includingnJ€aude Pomonti of Le Monde, who is
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still in Bangkok, and everybody was impressed. yTtealized that they were actually
getting the benefits they were hoping for, not omlyterms of civilian populations
returning voluntarily to their area receiving imational assistance. | had Médecins du
Monde there. They had set up a small health cemé had quick impact projects with
UNDP. We had civilian police. We brought joursédi and they could show to the
world, to the international media that they weré the monsters that everybody believed
they were.

Now, unfortunately, | must tell you, that in 1994¢ Cambodian army launched a
major offensive in that area. That settlemenfaags | know, was completely destroyed.
| don’t know how many died in the process, but #swone of the saddest moments in my
career, in my life, to realize that something thathad been working on so carefully, so
prudently, and that we had hoped would be likeaglcin the wall, in the impenetrable
wall that surrounded the Khmer Rouge areas, artdabdoped that would also serve as
a model inside, it went literally down the drai8o, it was a very difficult but interesting
relationship, as | said earlier, that never brokev, even and especially when their
relations with all the other components, especisifie military and the political
components of UNTAC, were at their lowest, thel} staintained this open channel with

us.

JS: That is interesting, because this was at the twhen Mr. Akashi and General

Sanderson were in fact, not allowed to go pasbdmboo pole, but your contact did not

break at that time?
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VD: It did not break and needless to say, all tbatact that | had with them were
cleared with Akashi, so he knew exactly what | wago. Therefore nothing that we did
undermined in any way the authority or the stratefyivir. Akashi and John Sanderson.
But, we all felt that there was an interest in nteiiming at least one channel open with the
Khmer Rouges and the Thais, as you can imaginecesly at the time, the Thai military
also worked hard for the Khmer Rouge never to statclose that channel as well
because the temptation was there to reject the &/ avhole. But | believe that in
balance when they met at the top, with number whé;h we know they did, to evaluate
the pros and cons of their cooperation with usy thast have come to the conclusion that
they also had an interest in maintaining a minitee¢l of dialogue with the UN through
the humanitarian component which was probably tiilg one that could bring objective
benefits to them. All the others, with the exceptof the civilian police, all the others
brought bad news to the Khmer Rouge. | am notadiknow that they were also using

us but we were using them too.

JS: Now, to switch to your other role, in rehahtion, in part of UNTAC, there was
| believe some controversy within UNTAC, as to tight policy in dealing with the

Khmer Rouge, in proceeding, to stage 2 withoutaict foring about the cooperation or
disarmament of the Khmer Rouge. How did you faebut that? What was your

feeling?

VD: Inwhat sense? Your asking my feeling abouatndxactly?
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JS: About in fact not using any military meanddwme the Khmer Rouge to comply

with the commitments they had made earlier.

VD: Well, obviously, we are moving away from...

JS: Exactly. We are moving to the UNTAC situation.

VD: ...the repatriation, the humanitarian sidetohg)s. | must say that in those days,
and still today, | do not think --1 am not a soldie | do not think that what was known
then as the Michel Loridan line, which was give anéew French paratroopers and I'll
take care of the Khmer Rouge, was sensible eitloen & political or a military point of
view. | do not think that UNTAC had the militaryeans or that indeed there existed the
military will or that we would have been supportgdthe P5 if a military option had been
seriously contemplated. Michel Loridon knows thatdéuse we discussed it. | told him
that | didn’t think his option was realistic in ti@&ambodian context which is not to say
that General Dallaire was wrong to ask for a fewertooops in Kigali to try and contain
violence in April 1994 or even earlier in Janua®®4, or that we could not have taken a
higher profile in Bosnia. But Bosnia and Rwandaenaot the same as Cambodia, where
we were after all implementing a peace settlemémtmy opinion, the mandate given to
us did not actually envisage using military meansriforce compliance. Second, even if
it did, 1 don’t think UNTAC had the necessary nahy means and political backing to

actually do it. But again, that's my personal o@m
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JS: I'd like to go back now to the refugee situatamd ask about your relations with
somebody else, namely with the Thai authoritiescivhof course must have been a
continuing saga for you in dealing with the camptow would you describe that? How
did you deal with the Thais, in particular the iBhavho had some control, as |

understand, in the camps?

VD: Yes, very good question. There are many Thaisnany levels of control,
command and control, within the Thai Governmentyas know. In the capital, our
relations with the National Security Council whd3ecretary-General was then General
Charan, with the Minster of Foreign Affairs, withet Joint Operational Command of the
Thai armed forces were, | would say, close to éenel Whenever we had difficulties we
went to see them in a very formal, yet friendly mam we got the right kind of responses.
On the ground, the main actor was the Task Fordettzare the relations were generally
good but at times tense, especially in the eaalgest of the operation when the Thai army
was attempting to shadow every move we made to sepm us their own repatriation
plan and to tell the world that they were in cohtbthat repatriation and we were there
to only support them.

Gradually, 1 think it became obvious to them ti&buld not work if they were to
dictate their rules and will on us. We even redch@oint where we discreetly threatened
to pull out and let them do it. But if we pulledtpthe whole legitimacy of the whole
exercise would cease to exist and they would haexplain their behavior, not to us, but
to the Security Council. They always stopped sfrort taking it to the brink. | must say

that as we proceeded, they also realized thatstutanately in their interest to let us do
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it because we were actually emptying the camps lwhias their obsession. We were
doing it in a rather effective manner and althougkhe beginning they complained that
our plan was totally unrealistic because we welg oroving a few thousand in March,
late March, early April, and that if we went atttpace, by the time of the rainy season in
June-July, we would have only moved a negligiblmber of people, they realized as we
advanced, the figures climbed and immediately dfierrainy season we were ready to
use all available means, including trains, wheneesessary, helicopters, and any other
available means to move as many people as possiiiey also realized what | told you
earlier, i.e. that with a few exceptions in Kao-&iy of people who were still dreaming
of being resettled in the United States or in Feamme in other developed countries, the
vast majority just wanted to go home as quicklypassible. When they felt that the
momentum was picking up and numbers were increasieg | must say they cooperated

fully and the end of that operation was like a |st@ry.

JS: With the Thais.

VD: We kept praising one another. But | can telliyin the beginning, it was rough.

JS: There was a change in the nature of the Thaamy that were in the camps, |

understand, is that right?

VD: That's right.
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JS:  Who was responsible for monitoring human righthe camps?

VD: Over the years, almost nobody. The only mamipwas done by the ICRC and
UNBRO. Things changed when UNBRO was absorbed MACR in late ‘91 and we
started increasing international presence in thepsa Very rapidly, those camps opened
up. There was no way that the three coalitionigarctould keep the eyes of the
international community as it were away from whatsvwhappening in the camps. The
embassies in Bangkok, journalists kept asking ®itwhe camps. In the end, the
monitoring mechanism was simply around the cloaspnce by UNBRO and UNHCR
staff plus the ICRC plus those NGOs that were helpis organize movements from
Thailand. And there were daily visitors comingaind out. But there were no human
rights monitors as such. The strong internatigmasence and the opening of the camps

to outside scrutiny played that role.

JS: There had been considerable violence in thesanidow did you assess that?

Did that diminish acceptably after the role of UNRIGecame more evident.

VD: Yes, yes. There were a few incidents, obvipusihich were probably
unavoidable. In all the camps, but especiallyiia B under the FUNCINPEC control
and site A and site K under the Khmer Rouge conpratticularly of force returns. Small
groups of people that they took back at night agjaineir will into the areas that they
controlled. And even, we were told, some summaxgcetions or simply the

disappearance of some leaders. The camps werdediwm sections, | mean very well
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structured. Some leaders that might have beengiueety in favor of free choice for

people living in the area they controlled who siyngisappeared from those camps and
were never found again. But this was in the vemyestages. There we engaged the
leadership, that’'s when | needed to talk to theekihbamphan’s and the Son Sen’s to
make sure that these incidents would not repeahdblves. | must say, after those
terrible incidents in the early stages of the opp@na things went pretty smoothly, even in

the Khmer Rouge camps, amazingly so, | never ingabthem to cooperate with the ease

they did.

JS: In the Khmer Rouge camps, was there an idewalblgiyalty among the refugees

to the Khmer Rouge?

VD: No, | think | indicated earlier that the maijgyriof those who lived in Khmer

Rouge camps never returned to Khmer Rouge areasesuhdly, never gave us any
indication after returning to other areas, espbciatate of Cambodia controlled areas,
that they were actually planted there by the KhReuge. Hun Sen, at the beginning,
explained some of the difficulties that we wereirigcin the return of these people, by
saying, “look but these people are agents of themé&hRouge, how do you expect me to
receive them with open arms? Do you think | andast? | know what they’'re coming to

do here.” Later on he dropped that, because kthearealized that most of them were
relieved to be freed from Khmer Rouge control anly too happy to settle down in areas

with a strong international presence and were bBHginon-political. | am almost certain
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that the majority of those who returned from KhnRsruge camps, probably voted for

FUNCINPEC in the 1993 election.

JS: There is one very small group, a very intergggroup that | wanted to ask you
about and that was the Montagnards, it's actualyedtnamese word, | suppose that they
went into Cambodia at the time of the Vietham wdou processed these people, | judge.

How did that go? How was that handled? How weey identified?

VD: We would need a separate talk on them becthatts a long and fascinating
story. So | will be brief. They were found, firsbntact was established by the French
battalion which in the very early stages, | am &pepof May/June 1993, they were first
deployed in Mondol Kiri, and Ratanakiri provincezrdbering Cambodia and Laos. Later
on the French were replaced by the Uruguayan mattatho again established contact
with these Montagnards (in Mondol Kiri), not tog feom the Viethamese border, in fact.
This was in July and the Montagnards then askéx torotected in that area because they
feared attacks from both Vietnam and from the Catidoarmy, State of Cambodia.
And so Akashi asked me to go and take a look aetlpeople. 1 first sent some of my
colleagues so as not be seen as visiting thenodtigh a level within UNTAC. After my
first report from my colleagues, | decided to gosel and with the Uruguayan colonel.
We basically told them, “look if you want protecticcertainly, you cannot get it here, and
certainly not while you remain armed. So what weld do once you agree to disarm, to
demobilize as it were, is to transfer you to @&safea. | don’t know where, | don’t know

if this will be possible but as long as you carrgapons, forget us.” After much
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discussion with them, with the Hun Sen Governmeith) the United States Government
and in particular with the INS, we agreed on a @lad with the Vietnamese incidentally,
we would have to make sure that Hanoi would noedbjwe agreed on a plan that led to
demobilization. 1 still have somewhere here theete handwritten by their commander,
promising never to engage in hostile military ofifzal activities against Vietnam. We
arranged for their disarmament at a brief ceremone middle of the jungle there at
which they gave their weapons to the Uruguayaniicgant and their flag to me, which |
have in my office, | will show it to you. It islzeautiful flag, the flag of FLHPM-Front de
Libération du Haut Plateau Montagnard, which wasiresention of the French army
when they were there which later on as you canimeaghe US Special Forces also used
in their activities in the hill tribe areas in CaltVietnam. With UNTAC, with John
Sanderson’s help, we brought in these huge Soeietdpters that transported about one
hundred people and we moved them all to Phnom Pé&NB. put them in an UNTAC
reception center for incoming military contingert?\NTAC military contingents. They
were all interviewed by the US immigration and malkization service. In a matter of five
weeks, were all resettled without exception in Nd@arolina, where Senator Helms is
from. There they are, | am told, happily settle@hat was quite an operation. 1 think |

could write a book just on that one.

JS: There you had to have contact with all theeregted parties and they

cooperated....
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VD: Definitely, and all of them cooperated becatisey realized that there was no

point in leaving that group that was potentiallysaurce of instability both for the

Cambodian Government and for Vietnam.

JS: Because they were still very well organizegneghough they were a small group.

VD: They didn’'t have modern weapons, but all ofitlneeapons were functioning very

well. They had quite a lot of ammunition, too.

JS: How were they surviving with them?

VD: Don't ask me. We asked them. They were catthg whatever they were able to

cultivate, including roots.

End of Tape
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