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QUESTION; This is an interview with Brian Urquhart on 22 October 1984. 

Today we're going to concentrate primarily on the UN act iv i t ies in the Congo which 

were directed toward ending the secession of Katanga province. Last time we le ft 

off the interview with some reminiscences about the terr ib le outcome of a dinner 

party in Lubumbashi, where Brian Urquhart and George Ivan Smith were beaten by the 

Katanga gendarmerie and where Urquhart was taken off to the barracks and later 

released, brought to a hospital - he obviously recovered and went ori~with~the work 

there in Katanga. I think that we might look back to 2fCeptcmbee 1961, when Indian 

troops - Gurkhas, I suppose - disarmed a group of Katangese at the airport and this 

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

personel were attacked and k i l l e d . That was followed by an ultimatum and your 

forces tried to clear the road to the a i rport , resulting in the death of 38 

Katangese. This was a pretty serious incident and i t might be a good idea to talk 

about the po l i t i ca l background here and the military situation that you were 

facing, to give us a word about what kind of policy directives you were getting and 

how they were coming through and what sorts of obstacles there were toward reaching 

the goals that were set out in the Security Council resolutions. 

ANSWER; Yes, well that 's a fa i r ly t a l l order - l e t ' s try i t . We never 

had any different objective in Katanga than to get Katanga back to a legitimate 

position as one of the provinces of the Congo. 

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

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

ANSWER: rWEE^rî dnn •t -fffyiw,. no, i t wasn't at a l l , I mean they had declared 

a secession; they had assumed the function of a State; they had printed postage 

stamps; they were masquerading as an independent State - with a lot .&£-e-es-fc of 

Passive winking and nudging from the Br i t i sh , the Belgians and to some extent the 

United States. When called on th i s , the Br i t i sh , the Belgians, the United States 
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would say that they did not recognize the secession, but they did a he l l of a lot 

to encourage i t , which was-- and this was a very d i f f i cu l t situation to deal with. 

Tshombe had an army of sorts - i t was called the gendarmerie, i t was officered by 

mercenary of f icers , white, mostly South African, Br i t i sh , some Belgian and also 

French. He had Belgian mil itary advisers who ha^ a rather ^gaeiysf "an anomalous 

status which nobody could ever quite figure out. It was an enormously r i ch State, 

Katanga, because i t had the Union Miniere in one of the greatest geological freaks 

in the world, which produces gold, t in and copper in very nearly pure state^-ewa 

•it's almost unique. So i t was a f a i r l y d i f f i cu l t nut to crack. The reason why 
^amarcVjnl^ hn* nr-» IJ 1 in all y 'Kdfnrr hr. AinA <jnt- nr. infn Ml n c ftnA why the UN felt 

strongly about i t and why i t was important was that as long as Katanga was a 

secessionist State effectively run by various white agencies, i t would be a bone of 

contention in the rest of the Congo and the Congo would never settle down to being 

an integrated State; in fact i t would simply encourage other tfcorfc of H U J H UTTi y 

revolts and secessions, as indeed i t d id . We got into the second round of fighting 

there I think because the f i r s t round was believed to have been won by the 

mercenaries and Tshombe's forces, because they had made a monkey out of the UN̂  ^he 

Secretary-General had been k i l l ed in this process, and they evidently thougt^~this 

was a v ictory. I went there with the firm intention of trying another tack and 

trying to play on Tshombe's vanity and his great desire to be a figure in history 

and to try eventually to persuade him to join the central Government^-wh-iefc£3^5E5£ 

is what Hammarskjold had always intended to do and in any case i t seemed to be much 

the most sensible thing to do in the circumstances, because the fact of the matter 

was there was no way that Tshombe^could win mi l i t a r i l y and there was no way we 

could win mi l i t a r i l y because we couldn't use force in the adequate sense of the 

word in order to fix up his army. The round of fighting that started on 5 December 

was a mess. We had had, as you r i ght ly said, a number of people k i l l e d already in 



AW/1 
3 

URQUHART 
22 Oct 1984 

ambushes and so on, the road to the airport was blocked by roadblocks, which 

Tshombe and later on Kimba and M^nongo kept saying they were going to remove and 

never d id . Our headquarters, which was in a ghastly house called the C la i r Manoir, 

was under heavy mortar f i re around the clock - in fact i t began to diminish by 

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

i t which is not necessarily a hpal thy eij-jiat-inn for, a HM nppraHon to HP—4ir-. I 

to/ 
gave the order that-wjc >open f i re when I came to the conclusion that we were being 

dealt with in tota l ly bad f a i th , both by Tshombe, by Kimba and by Mfnongo and by 

the mercenaries y-^\ytell, <^he mercenaries are always in bad faith, this was a game 

for them, they were making a he l l of a lo t of money out of i t , and we then went 

*ln to it-. 

QUESTION; Did you have mil i tary advice that was pressing you at that 

time to give the order? 

ANSWER; -w/Qi Mm n i i i H r y ni u>»yn——have - I'm very sceptical about 

the mil itary in a situation l ike that which is mostly po l i t i c a l . They were a l l for 

being allowed to use maximum force, not real izing that the moment they did i t 

they'd be stopped. I was interested in using selective force to try to clean the 

thing up. And that, with a number of ghastly episodes, is more or less what we 

did. The fighting went on for - I think I am right in saying about 18 days - and 

during that time i t was extremely d i f f i c u l t to get around,0X. was very d i f f i c u l t to 

try to get anything moving on the p o l i t i c a l side. I f inal ly went down to see 

Tshombe and̂  suggested to him that i t was time to put a stop to a l l th is , that i t 

wasn't doing anybody any good* By that time he was very chastened, becasue he has 

realized that he had made a big mistake, he'd listened to his French mil i tary 

advisers instead of to us and he had got himself into one he l l of a mess. We at 

that time were only fighting in E l i sabethv i l l e , we were not going for the rest of 
the Congo; I told Tshombe we could perfectly easily do i t but that we were 



AW/1 
4 

URQUHART 
22 Oct 1984 

interested solely in his legitimization and he f inal ly listened to this and f ina l ly 

agreed that he would send the Katangese members of parliament to the central 

parliament in Leopoldvi l le , which was supposedly a symbol of coming back into the 

Congolese imatWg i t Waff - j f wacn'«- n ffrW.-itinn ( it- wan n Fit-a-fr-** fflflrio np-rrf 

*3t£-05£±ITCg3 . 

QUESTION: Before you get farther on that l ine , the h i s tor ica l record 

shows that the UN forces captured the headquarters of the Katanga gendarmerie on 16 

December 1961. i s that correct? Did you real ly capture that? 

ANSWER: I think so. Well, you know, that sounds a good deal grander 

than i t was. 

QUESTION: That's why I'm asking. 

ANSWER: The Katangese gendarmerie was a irtrrd-'Of- gimcrack operation and 

they were useful and effective because they were backed in the f i r s t place by 

mercenary off icers who were extremely- -- through dirty were extremely s k i l f u l 

guerr i l la fightersvj|rH3 in the second place they were backed largely by the Western 

press, which developed a great kind of morbid admiration for these soldiers of 

fortune»agd I never could see i t , th*fc were the most ghastly col lection of people -

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

thing, God only knows whya tetjcaube i t wan the mo?t-absolutely half arced notioo-?-

^hey were^er^rible people, and al-SÂ M̂ Ĥ Kwaije they were backed, which was much 

important than those two things, by a remarkable public relations operation based 

in Geneva, a firm called Markpress„ a»d <£hey were also backed by a quite large 

faction in the Br i t i sh Houses of Parliament, notably in the House of Lords, and 

they were backed by Senator Dodd in Washington, who was l i t e r a l l y a paid lobbyist^ 

nd ha--was getting 10 ,000 bucks a month from Tshombe. So they had a lot going for 

them ood -they 1 •irtuat oayt\)e were not in those days, or even now I think. 
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adequately set up to deal with that kind of thing. So we were chugging along on 

the ground trying to get the thing straightened out. I f ina l ly did manage to get 

Tshombe^to see the point, I think. He had been very much impressed by the fact 

that when he had tried to have me murdered earlier on, that I had not pursued i t 

and I used this ruthlessly to try to pressure him^and.we did f ina l ly get him to 

agree to send his peopled ^But—thafe,, (unfortunately,.jwis--tsnly--bher» Tshombe was a 

very great escape a r t i s t . He was always playing both sides against the middle. 

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

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

tfeough-fe-t-

QUESTION; Were you there that whole year? 

ANSWER: No. I came back in - I think i t was March 1962 - from Katanga 

and I was in New York and i t was over Christmas 1962 and into 1963 that Tshombe''s 

people, for some unknown reason, got out of hand. I've never been able to 

understand why. They started shooting at the UN and the UN, which was then a great 

deal better organized m i l i t a r i l y under a real ly f i r s t - c ^ r l general. General Preni 

Chand of India, simply decided they were going to use this and they didf*TJ£. fi&g 

*fhey proceeded in extremely short order to r o l l back the gendarmerie, to expose 

them for the gimcrack forces they rea l ly were and, contrary to orders from 

headquarters and a lot of rather family s t i f f cables from Bunch?and me, they went 

right ahead and they took Kolwezi, they took - what's the other place called? -

QUESTION: Jadotv i l l e . 

ANSWER: - Jadotvi l le and they finished Tshombe off. Tshombe then did 

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

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

done perfectly easi ly in 1960 i f he'd put his mind to i t . And then, of course, the 
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was a better alternative r ea l l y . Our job was to preserve the t e r r i t o r i a l integrity 

of the Congo, to deal with foreign interventions of a l l sorts , includinq the 

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

various times about five and-1 think that i t can he-said-aboat \he Congo operation 
T flon ' t- "•*>" *" r.ponri .tftfi Tnni-h t-i^no on it- aft-pr thifi M r - that, 1 r ? ty-Bepn ever 

since the synonym for disorder and confusion and exactly the kind of thing that the 

UN ought to avoid. Curiously enough, l i k e many things, this is a myth. We were 

put into the Congo for two purposes only - or three. The f i r s t one was to get the 

Belqian soldiers out, the second one was to preserve the t e r r i t o r i a l integrity of 

the Congo and the third one was to help the Government to .establish i t s authority 

and to run the country - and we did that. 

QUESTION: Including the training of an army?. 

ANSWER: Including training the army. Well, actually we fai led on that 

Oney tnr.f fnr pntir i^al roae^g frnf- fSn OTT pry rh i n <j else I think WP rli ̂  iJt. There was 

a massive|civilian operation there. We did, in fact, at one time more or less run 

the country, we spent our whole l ives trying to hand i t over as soon as possible 

to the Congolese. We did achieve, with enormous d i f f i cu l ty , a legitimate 

Government in Leopoldville. We did manage to get Tshombe to make his peace with 

that Government. And I don't think that given the appalling d i f f i cu l t i e s of that 

particular country, that this was by any means a negligeable record. I^tje-tr^very 

c-a-nnoyod when I• road, th-at - I think tha-fcfft was the Soviet Union which has 

deliberately, for obvious reasons, pursued the piece of disinformation that this 

was a disaster - and for them i t was something of a disaster, because they didn't 

manage to take the Congo over, nor did the United States. Insteadjfthey got an 

extraordinarily inef f ic ient third-world administration under Mobutu, which survives 

to this day. I don't personally think that necessarily keeping the Congo a l l as 

one country was such a good idea and I don't think i t , s a very good idea now 
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either, but that is what we were told to do and that's what we did. And maybe i t 

was better that lett ing i t s p l i t up and adding bits and pieces of i t to the other 

very complicated situations in Afr ica - the struggle in Angola, the whole Rhodesian 

problem wAith Katanga as part of the Rhodesian kind of (cor don sanitaire under Ian 

Smith. I think this would have made a terr ib le further complication in that 

already very d i f f i cu l t s i tuat ion, so maybe i t wasn't so bad after a l l . 

QUESTION-. How do you account for the persistent lack of enthusiasm on 

the part of most of the other African countries for this kind of operation? 

ANSWER: * o 1 1 i T think th*>—tr-oub-lg-war, <"hnr —w44- t i think the Africans 

in the f i r s t stage were very proud of taking part in i t - this ^ the most 

effective peace-keeping operation they've ever taken part i n . But then they 

discovered; of course, that in an African country of the complexity of the Congo, 

that the Africans themselves are not united. We had on the one side basical ly some 

of the more radical francophone countries; on the other side most of the . 

English-speaking African countries - and there was a massive difference between 

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

I don't think that they were dis i l lus ioned with g^. UN peace-keeping operatiorf> as 

such; they were disi l lusioned with the extraordinary confusion of the Congo and the 

way i t reflected African differences and they didn't l ike that and think Uifcry7 

.•wyrcrw i t ' s very understandable why they didn't l ike i t . 

QUESTION: I would l i ke to ask you one or two more questions about the 

fringes of this matter and then turn back to what we said we would discuss when we 
l 

stopped last time and that is the d i f f i cu l t i es with public information, the role of 

the mass media and so forth. One of the questions I want to put to you has to do 

with the task of training an army. The United States and Belgium pr inc ipa l ly 

conferred on this matter and apparently decided that there was no rea l UN role and 
that i t ought to be a US-Belgian technical role. 



AW/1 
9 

URQUHART 
22 Oct 1984 

ANSWER: This was much l a t e r , wasn't i t ? 

QUESTION: This was August 1964. 

ANSWER: Yes, that 's r i ght . 

QUESTION: Were you in on that? 

ANSWER: No, by that time we haS^more or less pulled out. We pulled out, 

as I remember, in June or July/T We had l e f t simply a c i v i l i an operation. 4?hiu woo 

a • •. 

QUESTION: You real ly ha^ given up on the poss ib i l i ty . . . 

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

army in 1960, with a very large training group from Morocco^and they were 

f i r s t - r a te . That was blown up completely by the po l i t i ca l cr is is ,m because at that 

point the army became sp l i t on t r i ba l and p o l i t i c a l lines and you couldn't train 

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

train any of them. 

QUESTION-. So you rea l ly couldn't get on further with that training 

mission and you couldn't resume i t e i ther , I take i t? 

ANSWER: Well, i t was d i f f i c u l t to resume because, of course, the army 

didn't come back together again un t i l a year l a ter , by which time a whole l o t of 

other p r io r i t i e s had entered in - that would be the Katanga pr ior i ty - and we 

didn't ever get back .Lu UmL, wta liey-tir-^gnt-baek to i t . We did have training teams 

but there was nothing on the scale that was or ig inal ly started and which was, in my 

view, very promising and a great los t opportunity, because I think that the 

Moroccans would have got the Congolese army into a shape where they would have been 

able to stay out of po l i t i c s , which was one of the great curses of the Congo. 

QUESTION; Do you think that U Thant's decision to end the involvement in 

the Congo was a correctly taken decision and did i t take into account a l l of the 

poss ib i l i t ies? 
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ANSWER: Yes, I think i t was. It was extremely unpopular in the West and 

there was a great deal of kicking and screaming. But i f we'd stayed there there 

was no logica l reason why we shouldn't have stayed there for ever^ and there was—a—* 

I think U Thant reasoned that the Congo wasn't making any progress on i t s own as 

long as i t had this great -te^e crutch to lean on. We were getting royal ly screwed 

in one way or another by various factions in the Congo. rWe were" yetting—Uie were 

taking a great deal of nonsense from the Soviet Union, the United States, the 

Belgians, the French and the B r i t i sh . It was a constant source of bickering and i t 

real ly wasn't proving anything any more. There wasn't a very dangerous situation 

in the Congo in 1964 , with the one exception of the situation in the Orientale 

province, in Stanleyvi l le , which was a situation which we couldn't control anyway. 

Th§i£was a mnercenary-led army trying to advance on the capita l and that f ina l ly 

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

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

try to sort i t s e l f out and stand on i ts own feet. It had four years to get ready 

for i t after a l l . f - ^ f " 11> mis *' * -m-m—ggr-fea.. i think i t was a good decision. 

QUESTION: A l r ight , now, in November 64 a new incident occurred in the 

Congo which attracted a very great deal of attention. This is an incident that 

also ties in to the subject of public re lat ions. This is the drop of 600 Belgian 

paratroops from US air-transport planes near Stanleyville to save some hostages, 

most of whom were missionaries from what was thought to be their destruction. 

There is a tremendous p o l i t i c a l row over this . Did you have anything to do with 
I 

this?. 

ANSWER: Well no, very l i t t l e , except I remember s i t t ing in the Security 

Council while this was going on. It just so happens that particular meeting of the 

Security Council is the only meeting of the Security Council which anybody f i red a 

bazooka at and the bazooka was fired in fact by the Cubans from the other side o f 
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the East River to distract attention from the Assembly ha l l where Che Guevara was 

making a speech in order to get the security guards out of the Assembly ha l l so 

that an assassination squad could f ix Che Guevara. The only trouble with that was 

that the assassination squad had reckoned without the t ra f f ic conditions in New 

York c i ty and had got stuck in the Lincoln tunnel, where i t was subsequently 

discovered by the FBI. But that was the only thing I remember about that. I can't 

remember even what happened to the hostages. 

QUESTION: The hostages were gotten out. 

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

QUESTION: No, they were gotten out by the troops. They came in 

afterward and by 28 November they got the last 7 6 out; 1,800 whites and 3 00 

Congolese had been rescued by the time i t was over, according to my notes. But you 

don't think this was a major incident? 

ANSWER: Well, i t was a very important po l i t i c a l incident, apart from 

anything else. 

QUESTION: A l l r ight , what was the po l i t i ca l importance of i t 

ANSWER: Well, this crfLei a l l was ayairibl the— Stanleyvi l le had always 

been a ear l -o£ great place for insurgency, i t was Lumumba's headquarters and the 

somewhat fire-breathing s p i r i t of Lumumba lingered on and i t was-«=? think j e a a g 

- thpn Ciae&ja-—that was?— Gizej^ga's headquarters and Gizel[ga was running a rather 

desperate kind of spl inter Government backed by a series of mercenaries, including 

a guy called Black Jack Schrammer, as I remember,, hfe was a Belgian. The object was 

a four-pronged attack on Leopoldvil le, God help us a l l , but one of the prongs U5~o—-o 

vta-rrred— le<3 by somebody cal led Mike Hoare, mad Mike Hoare, who beneath a l l this 

nonsense about being a mercenary was quite a sensible chap^and he suddenly decided 

that i t was not a good idea, so he turned round and fought for Tshombe*^inStead of 

being one of the insurgents* And this put a complete spike in the whole operation 
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and the Stanleyvil le business, as I remember i t , was a sort of l as t gasp of this 

whole thing. Tshombe then became established for a bit^ but then of course he l o s t 

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

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

I don't know how - and Tshombe was out. Tshombe th«a of course started to plan his 
own insurgency from Madrid and in a very ingenious kidnapping plot orqanized <p^-ku/»^-eJ^ 

•something by the CIA *^»fehorc dorKfe-^ was kidnapped over the Mediterranean in a 

Lear jet and taken to Algeria, where he subsequently died, I think of natural 

causes. 

QUESTION: How much information do you get on matters l ike this? 

ANSWER: On the kidnapping thing? 

QUESTION: Yes. 

ANSWER: Well, there was a very good book published about i t actual ly . 

It was whose name —f-rwi ' t rrmornhpr whn wrotr that nrir, h i i t "nyh"W—• i t was an 

interesting case, because i t was a very carefully prepared kidnapping, carried out 

by a French convicted homicide called Bauden<jp, who posed as a youth leader and 

tried to get Tshombe to sponsor the European-African Youth Federation^-a^d Tshombe 

got very excited about a l l this - he was very easily taken in I must say - and then 

the guy also got him interested in real estate in - what's the name of that ialarrG, 

. nnt-Mall nrca,—the other one,—*-h" f a e M"-nn h 1 y PI* if, T rr i i i ' i— Ibiza and arranged for 

Tshombe to f ly down and look at some properties and then they arranged to kidnap 

Tshombe on this f l i ght , which they did . Sort of James Bond stuf f . 

QUESTION: well l e t ' s turn back now to your earlier comment made in the 

last session and hinted at again in this session, that you had a persistent problem 

with mass media, that this is a matter which has concerned you a great deal, you've 

thought a lo t about i t and I take i t that you have opinions on i t without having 

any real way over some of the d i f f i cu l t i e s . Do you want to talk a b i t about how 
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this impinged on the Congo matter and any generalizations you want to make on i t 

that go beyond that, especially this goes with regard to the peace-keeping function 

in the general third-party settlement of disputes. 

ANSWER: Yes, I think that in the f i r s t place, the UN is very bad at 
c— 

public relations and always has been and s t i l l i s , i.n fact i t is lamentable. In 

the second place, I think i t ' s in a very bad position to practice good public 

relations; i t ' s not a sovereign organization, i t has in everything always to 

consider a huge mult ip l ic i ty of different points of view and i t ' s not supposed to 

claim the credit for anything. I mean, i f anything goes wrong i t ' s our fau l t ; i f 

anything goes right i t ' s some bright leader in some Government who's fixed i t and 

that's s t i l l the ru le . But I think in the Congo we were up against a whole lot of 

things we weren't ready f orN neal^j;. In the f i r s t place, I don't think 

anybody understood what was at stake in the Congo when we got in - cer ta in ly I 

didn't and I'm p̂ ec£fiSfc£y sure that Hammarskjold didn't,, ^e k«&er/^realized what a 

total mess the Congo was, he never realized how very complicated not only the white 

attitude towards the Congolese was, but the Congolese attitude was towards the 

whites^and he certainly didn't foresee early enough that the thing was l i k e l y to 

break down on East-West l ines very quickly through the personalities of Lumumba and 

Kasavubu, which i t d id . -fry "IP " f ) - h P c o thi"^? - wp rp*- rh^r-r^/GeT were doing 

extremely well for the f i r s t two months, we got a fantastic press. <it j ^ . , ^ s I 

said the other day, i t was the only time in my whole 40 years here when we ^fctually 

ran something ourselves without being interfered with. We weren't interfered with 

because the place was so bizarre and so distant and so violent that nobody could 

interfere, they didn 't know how to do i t . That broke down completely when there 

was the constitutional s p l i t between Lumumba and Kasavubu and the whole thing 

became polarized East-West, not to mention polarized with one African group against 

another and one t r i ba l leader against another in the Congo. I t was a completely 
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disastrous mess.^ I think Hammarskjold did the only thing he could possible do in 

keeping Igo ing. Nobody rea l ly tried to understand - in the Western press certainly 

- what he was trying to do, because by that time we were up against the public 

relations people of Tshombe and/Union Miniere and we were being portrayed a l l over 

MX 
the world by them as *s««=t=e£ communist destroyers of a great established peaca •aftd-

:gfti*e colonial empireva*sd-^rt the same time we were being described by the Soviet 

Union as imperialist running dogs of the CIA. It was real ly a peachy s i tuat ion, I 

must say. It was very i r r i t a t i ng sometimes. We didn't manage to cope with that. 

We also, I think, had quite a bad set-up l a t te r ly in the Congo. We had v i r tua l l y 

no c i v i l i a n head after Dayal had l e f t - Linne was a very weak operator -/the 

military command was a series of muddles. When the disastrous General Von Horn 

l e f t at the end of 1960 - he was perhaps the most disastrous peace-keeping 

commander there's ever been - -tjgfE he was succeeded by a much more genial but 

equally confused mil itary administration. In my experience the mi l i tary in the 

Congo at a l l times were never capable of making the kind of informed appreciation 

which is necessary i f you're going to do very d i f f i cu l t military operations. They 

just were a l l over the place*, they reacted to whatever happened-, they didn,t react 

very often; they didn ' t have a plan - not necessarily their fault, i t was a very 

d i f f i cu l t place to have a plan i n , but I think a better commander and a better 

staff would have got a much better resul t . And that is proved by the fact that 

when we f inal ly did manage to get a good commander and a good staff into 

El isabethvi l le , Chey sirapiy"—^ every thing just simply collapsed before thern^ t&ey-

d-idn't liflvp.tn do-anything .<wv4 ^ t was a great eye-opener to me, the degree to which 

a proficient, po l i t i ca l l y conscious mil itary command is essential in these things. 

QUESTION; But then the media was reporting the real s i tuat ion, that 

there was confusion, there wasn't a . . . 



AW/1 
15 

URQUHART 
22 Oct 1984 

ANSWER: Well, the media, you see, were very helpful . •<fcin«san-r--w-e f5r 

example/had David Halberstam, who was on his f i r s t foreign assignment for the 

New York Times, who was a great friend of mine. His reporting was wonderful. It 

wasn't bad at a l l . We had a l l the chaps from the various English papers; we had 

David Holden, for example, from The Times of London, who was a wonderful 

correspondent; we had Gavin Young and Patrick O'DonovSfih from the Observer, they 
were absolutely f i r s t - r a te . But then -you—go^ in Elisabethvil le during the fighting 

-^corrrespondents couldn't c i rcu la te , in fact, we had to rescue quite a number of 
9-

them from various places where they'd had to hole up - and tsfâ «ee the Tshombe 

apparatus was very good at feeding through the European "consuls and through various 

stringers to the news agencies the l ine they wanted to get out to the world, and 

they did i t . And that was of course eagerly picked up, f i r s t of a l l by Tshombe's 

own public relations apparatus, by the Tanganyika Concessions and Union Miniere 

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

EuropeyBnd i t waa a vmy - we L^AH^T I thinky^Bid an astoundingly bad job of 

public relations and that 's one of the reasons why the Congo operation is s t i l l 

regarded as a fa i lure. It seems to me, though i t was very costly and we lost a lot 

of people, that in fact i t was, in the circumstances, an JatonishTng^success. We 

actually kept that country going and we preserved i t as a country, which is 

certainly a good deal more than I thought we'd ever be able to do. 

QUESTION: why did you have so much d i f f icu l ty in countering this public 
relations? 

ANSWER: Well, the UN.has never gone in for public relations for a start , 

I mean, i t believes in te l l ing the truth as i t knows i t to correspondents^ which is 

QUESTION: More than 15 per cent of the budget goes for i t . 
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ANSWER: Yes, exactly. Well I think this is a great mistake. Don't 

start me on that, I sha l l say something extremely disloyal* "I^^tD-, I've always 

thought that the UN public information set-up is nobody's fault, i t ' s based on a 

completely false pattern, i t ' s based on the Ofice of War Information of the United 

States injjjho -war<, This was a propaganda agency in a war when there was almost 

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

organization which is soE^t-of a shoestring operation a l l over the world trying to 

do very d i f f i cu l t things in unforeseen! situations. I juot think i t waa hopeless-. 

I don't thinkJjg^s- ever ^-S^^-haffc a hope in he l l of meeting with this kind of 

challengevanTd I have made a great number of suggestions over the last 15 years for 

changing i t , but nobody ever pays any attention, so there you are. 

QUESTION: Well I think you ought to talk about the kinds of changes you 

think are necessary, because i t refers direct ly back to your experience over the 

years. 

ANSWER: Yes, but you see now we're getting - we're straying away from 

oral history into a subject where I sha l l hurt the feelings of my colleagues and 

I've no wish to do that. 

QUESTION: Let me ask you a few questions that w i l l be f a i r l y neutral. 

Were you able to keep contact with the press in Katanga province? 

ANSWER: Well, I 've never personally had much trouble with th i s . 

QUESTION: Who did then? 

ANSWER: But the d i f f i cu l t y is i t ' s one thing for a sol i tary chap to be 

pressing on against the powers of darkness or whatever i t i s ; i t ' s quite another 

thing to try to explain what in the h e l l this great gallumphing world organization 

is supposed to be doing in a mess l i k e the Congo and we never never were able to 

get i t across. 
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QUESTION: Was i t because of your fault or is i t because of your 

l i s teners ' fault? 

ANSWER: Well, I don't think you can blame the l isteners. The l isteners 

are manipulated by the most s k i l f u l manipulator after ally E mean look at wclicirJ-
w a c a h r m r — I n m^y 1 Anlr at- w h a f c •J'-'inQ On P ^ " - h ' l t i t ' f f f h r n * n t - n l y « - n i f ) t 

QUESTION: But weren't you then in a position in the Congo where you're 

rea l ly at the mercy of those who can do po l i t i c s better than you could do? 

ANSWER: wel l , I think we were at the mercy of some extremely sk i l f u l 

people who ran Tshombe and they were, after a l l , people with a lot of money also, 

which makes a difference. 1~ think that i t was very d i f f i cu l t - you sefe, ^ou *ve got 

to remember that a l l the time we were tryinq to deal with the Western media, we had 

this uninterrupted blast coming from our good old chums in Moscow, who.were 

blasting us for being exactly the opposite, for being these horrible imperial ists , 

lackeys and running dogs of Western intel l igence agencies, which is something of a 

laugh i f you come to think of it^, becaase^it now turns out/^f^r^xajiipie^ that the 

CIA's efforts to assassinate Lumumba were frustrated 100 per cent by none other 

than the good old UN - i t came out in the Church report, a very interesting 

revelation^ to me, I 'd never dreamed that they were trying to do i t , but i t wasU j~Q-
u r / 

frustrated^ £tow, but for different p o l i t i c a l reasons everybody'had">(l/e had 

General De Gaulle blasting the whole thing, because the general thought that 

Hammarskjold was aspiring to be a great man l ike him* I mean, i t was led l ly ' Una 

-aost narhoHr- pc r fn r m ^ .n , i i .... ^ f ^ y »nfl "ft B "?iTr fri^H^T"*^ - You had the 

money people in London and New York blasting i t . Jfow thig^r. . 

QUESTION: So your real opposition in the public relations f ie ld was 

back in the capitals and i t had very l i t t l e to do with what was happening in the 

Congo? 
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ANSWER; Wfyll , yon-oovilrt take - l e t ' s take a single incident, for 

example. When I was kidnapped there was a momentary surge of anoyance largely 

because -fee??*" done Ttwhen Senator Dodd was there and this made the Senator look 
l ike a bloody fool , which he was anyway, ihere was no necessity to make 

Senator Dodd look l ike a bloody foo l , he was one. But none the less they did i t . 

He was very erobarassed, the Senator. I, in fact, tried to get the Senator to come 

to lunch with me the day after the kidnapping. I wasn't in very good shape, but 

none the less I was prepared to do i t a p n e just ran, he didn't want to have 

anything more to do with (l^The was scared, he just got the he l l out, something 

that I was never able to catch up with him about because I thought i t was 

disgraceful. After a l l , he was fcD~~aome -ttxleu-'l a large contributor to the trouble. 

The moment we opened f ire on anybody there were screams of rage in the western 

press. O'Brien had been completely clobbered by the Western press for simply 

trying to do his job in a rather flamboyant manner. There was simply no way that 

we seemed to be able to deal with this and i f good reporters l ike Halberstam and a 

few people l ike that wrote stuff saying "Look here, this i sn ' t quite l ike that" and 

"These people are trying to do a job" and "Guess who's trying to look after the 

Baluba refugees, 96,000 of them in El isabethvi l le alone and so on - these people 

are doing i t under shel l f i r e " - which we were, nobody paid any attention, didn 't 

want to hear that. It^became an East-West thing,, i t hrmmr, ynn .know, i t wnr; 

Lumumbâ  and at some points the central Government^were supposedly in some way 

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

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

we spent trying to stop them from getting into things too. I t was a very -I think, 

•g—L-domt know—wh-a-b-thc answer -is-;—I think that i f we hafl well) j^s long as 

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

famous. After that i t became very unmanageable. What we could have done to change 
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i t I'm not quite sure. I think we should have a l l been much more outspoken, -f— 

th-ink—we—should-h-ave - ^n those days we weren't a ^ ^ J ^ ^ ^ ^ t a l k to the press^ <%r 

nre*ft I was not allowed, for example, to say to one or a group of correspondents "If 

you chaps want to know what the truth i s , i t ' s the following" v and a l l Ule itsst- -

this was-aetata l l y Bunch, ̂ t was the whole idea of the then Department of Public 

Information that persons in the Secretariat didn't talk to the press. I think i t 

was a colossal mistake. '% IWLI\\\ i t seems to me to be much worse than getting i t 

wrong, because everything goes by default in that case., you don't get— I think 

we've improved a l i t t l e b i t since then, but not necessarily too much. 

QUESTION; Did you have a public that knew what you were doing? 

ANSWER: Well, the trouble is you know, that the Congo was so far away 

and so mysterious to most people that i t was extremely hard even to explain what i t 

was l i ke , srl moan., you know^J^f you s ta r t talking about the Bakongo or the Baluba 

or the transport system or . . . 

QUESTION: Or Kasai. 

ANSWER: - or Kasai, nofaadyi=3= people look at you as i f you were a looney^ 

didn't know about i t ^ ^ t ' 1 5 a whole world a l l by i t s e l f , the Congo atve 

QUESTION: Why d idn ' t you get some help from the Belgians? They has 

people available. 

ANSWER: No, the Belgians were not exactly very pro-UN. The Belgians 

were in a state of great pique unt i l the Spaak Government came in . The Belgians, 

since they had fai led, wished to see us f a i l . I think i t ' s as simple as that. I 
I 

don't blame them. 

QUESTION: But there were people . . . 

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

QUESTION: They d id . 
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ANSWER: But by that time i t was very very late . 

QUESTION: But there were a number of Belgian experts who contributed to 

the Spaak point of view when he eventually came in . They were available in the 

early days, but you had no contact with such people? Some of them were people in 

the Church, some of them were scholars, . . . 

helpful . The people at Lovanium, for example, were very helpful . A l o t of the 

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

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

pro-UN, because they were the ones who were being helped" by us and they needed i t . 

But i t was a very messy occasion and I think i t ' s a pity in a way that i t ' s been 

portrayed the way i t hasvbeuaust; I-don*t honestly thirrt, - I mttan i think the only 

question to be asked is whether i t was smart ever to have got into i t in the f i r s t 

place. But i f we hadn't got into i t , supposing then a vacuum had been le ft which 

the United States and the Soviet Union both tried to f i l l , how far would that have 

taken everybody? So I think one has to admit that i t had to be done. 

QUESTION: Did you get any assistance on public relations from any of the 

Governments? 

ANSWER: Well the Americans actually, under the Kennedy Administration, 

made an enormous effort and i t made a great difference. We had remarkable support 

from Kennedy, part ia l ly from Dean Rusk though not altogether, from the American 

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

ANSWER: Well, I think i t ' s true that the Church was always very 

name's escaped me. 

_ QUESTION: Timber lake? 

ANSWER: No, no, no, Timber lake was the f i r s t tr was the guy who 

was the head of Fletcher afterwa: 

QUESTION: Head of what? 
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ANSWER: He was the head of the Fletcher School afterwards. I can't 

remember—h-fa name, It w i l l come back tu me-. And they were very helpful . They had 

decided that you had to get the Congo together, that you had to deal with the 

secession of Katanga otherwise you were going to run the whole thing into a much 

bigger problem in Afr ica , which I think is r ight, and that was their decision and 

they were very very helpful I must say, including providing way beyond the ca3rl of* 

dqty••i^T air support and that kind of thing. I have a tremendous regard for the 

Kennedy policy in the Congo. I think they were very good and I think they were 

far-sighted too. 

QUESTION: Did they help reporters to come in and help journalists to 

learn about this and to understand? 

ANSWER: I don't think they were real ly called on to do that. I mean 

there were enough journalists there anyway. The trouble real ly was at any given 

point to be able to communicate with them, l-noeaa,, 3.f you have, as I had during 

the second round of fighting in Katanga, y*?B=bave your headquarters under 24 hour a 

day mortar f i r e , very few journalists are going to show up for press conferences^ 

they xeally or-e. So feejL-were theu yiveft^tne alternative of going out to look for 

the poor buggers and of course they're mostly hiding in basements, so i t i sn ' t a 

very satisfactory way of doing things. I t ' s very d i f f i cu l t to communicate. 

QUESTION: I'm qoing to ask you one or two more questions along this 

l i n e , because we're rapidly running out of time. One thing that I would l ike to 

put to you is this : you portray a picture of a public relations campaign which was 

directed against you by the mining interests in Katanga province and by people who 

were sympathetic to that. This i s , however, central Africa, verging on southern 

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

much did you see of that? 
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ANSWER; very^ l i t t l e . I think a lot of money probably^-bttt wely -f-

•mean, the eamapl^g^ wasn * t s o much against us as i t was to legitimize Tshombe, the 

great slogan being that the only place where there is peace and quiet in the Congo 

is in Katanga under good old Moise with his Western advisors. This is why. they 

were so annoyed when there was this bust-up, when I got kidnapped when Senator Dodd 

was there, because Senator Dodd was scared s t i f f . He saw about the most disorderly 

scene he could possible imagine and i t wasn't at a l l what he'd been to ld . He was 

so stupid that he d idn ' t rea l ly haul i t i n , but none the less there i t was. I 

think that that was the basis of that. The idea was to legitimize Tshombe^ases:.. 

QUESTION: You were in the way. 

ANSWER: And we were in the way. «-ftrrd—f-urthermore, we kept going on 

-aboptiL ** dufl dlliO the -trouble also is that people don't like^ fiecPSBir»niqt 

MBMiafiietTbs. Governments are very nervous of secessionist movements because whoever 

you are, you're quite l i ke l y to have one. I mean the Brit ish have got the Scots 

and the Welsh; the Americans already had their l i t t l e go at secession last 

century. Everybody's got i t . The Soviet Union have got God knows how many and 

most African countries have bits and pieces which are l ike ly to f a l l o f f , not to 

mention a l l other countries. So everybody is very touchy about taking sides on 

secession. On the other hand, i f you can put across this enormously r i ch area as a 

haven of peace and quiet, you can get people to sort of hedge the secession 
JL 

business and say "Now look, you mustn't be nasty to Tshombe, he's a good guy,-tw>fi 

nga* - his guard is dressed in Napoleonic uniforms". I t ' s a lot of bu l l sh i t , but 
I 

you can get away with i t and they did get away with i t up to a point. The fact 

that *hWwas suppressing about three-quarters of the inhabitants of Katanga and had more or less clobbered the Baluba r^fuggey is neit Lther here nor there and he was 

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

i t a he l l of lot better than we did* 
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QUESTION: That suggests another aspect of your work there. You were, 

after a l l , in an environment where the people didn't understand very much about 

what you were doing, they had never -

ANSWER: Not at a l l , none at a l l . 

QUESTION: - they had l i t t l e contact with the outside during the years of 

the Belgian colonies, what did you do about local public information? 

ANSWER: Well v i r tua l l y nothing. Frankly I don't think that would have 

made too much difference because the medium of information in the Congo, which we 

couldn't get into at a l l because i t was interference in internal a f fa i rs , was 

demagoguery on the radio. That was the big po l i t i ca l medium. Most people couldn't 

read and didn't read newspapers. So—what you had -S[his is why Lumumba was so 

important; Lumumba was a demagogue of genius and his addresses, either in French or 

in Lingala, were famous. IDsntean,_it was a tremendously emotive af=6a-ir and he could 

get people out on the streets in hundreds of thousands and that's why people were 

so scared of him. Tshombe wasn't very good at that. M^nongo was quite good at 

i t . ^pMiL couldn't compete with that. And I don't think we should have e i ther , 

that would have a been a gross interference. I don't think that would have been 

any good. What we could have done, I think, would have been to have done a much 

better job with opinion abroad, because actually when i t came to i t , most of the 

Congolese were very anxious to be helped by us, including Tshombe. We did a great 

deal for him, including getting him legitimized, which he was quite grateful for. 

Of course, that a l l went wrong too, because the moment he became legitimate 

everybody else started to plot against him, strtn^*.which was ^aet> for the 

course^ l&rt2-~«-*7 
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QUESTION; What about the impingement of the other provinces in the Congo 

On what you were doing there? Did events that occurred elsewhere in the Congo -

there was always unrest in Stanleyvi l le , there was a pretty disastrous situation in 

Kasai most of the time that you were there -

ANSWER; And there was a very bad situation in Kivu at one point too, we 

lost a l o t of people there. 

QUESTION; - and a pretty bad situation in Kivu. How did that impinge on 

you and did i t complicate your public-relations work? 

ANSWER: Well, no, i t d idn ' t rea l ly . Katanga always commanded a special 

place, certainly in the Western press. I"mean yuo—eould3*"- lost our whole 

Ital ian hospital at one point in Kivu. I mean, they were l i t e r a l l y k i l l e d . It was 

a ter r ib le thing. And i t rea l ly d idn ' t create much of a s t i r . If i t had been in 

Katanga i t would have been headlines. —Katanga you know they had-^Ji/ith their 

public relations and a l l of the legends about the great wealth of Katanga, they'd 

sort of upped the ante. -Ifc-was in\JLSen ting. 

QUESTION: A l l r ight . The last question is supposing we admit a l l that 

you've said about your d i f f i cu l t i e s in public relations. Did i t rea l ly make any 

difference? 

ANSWER: I don't know. I think that everything in the UN, unless you do 

something to stop i t , contributes to the what I ca l l the fashionable cynicism in 

the Western world about the UN ever since they lost the automatic majority in the 

Assembly. SL think that —you know, you s t i l l hear people-— Qrery now and then some 

looney somewhere or other comes up with "What about the atrocities in the Congo?" 

and you say "What a t roc i t ies?" . "Oh, your Indian troops k i l l ed . . . " - I forget 

what and you s t i l l hear i t . This was - I think this is a last ing legend which is 

very hard to get r i d of. The legend i s ; , a. - that we shouldn't have been there, 

which is crazy, b. - that we didn't do a very good job, which is not true because 
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we did what we were told to do; and c. - that we managed in some way to win some 

gold medal for barbarism and that kind of thinqKa<->d i t ' s simply iVroean-there were 

people k i l l e d but there were a he l l of a lot of our people k i l l ed too, i t was a 

very rough - this wasn't South Kensington or Wisconsin or somewhere, this was a 

quite rough and rather marginally evolved t r i ba l area, i t was very tough stuff. c£" 

mean, you ktvew; ^ t wasn't much fun in the Congo. I-mean,- 3=bgg=-̂ , people l i ke FT-or O J J ^ 

I spent a great deal/of time getting arrested or getting put up in front of a 

f i r ing squad or something. It was just for the course and you had to talk 

your way out of i t . i t wasn't a very orderly place, but in some way that has been 

parlayed over the years into a minus for the UN. My view is that i t was a 

remarkable effort which deserved to succeed better than i t did and in fact did 

succeed quite a b i t . And I doubt i f we shal l ever do anything l ike that again. 


