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22 Oct 1984 ,

QUESTION: This is an interview with Brian Urquhart on 22 October 1984,
Today we're going to concentrate primarily on the UN activities in the Congo which
were directed toward ending the secession of Ratanga province. Last time we left
off the interview wit@ some reminiscences about the terrible outcome of a dinner

7 o SetuUe)

party in Lubumbashi, where Brian Urquhart and George Ivan Smith were beaten by the
Ratanga gendarmerie and where Urquhart was taken off to the barracks and later
released, brought fo a hospital - he obviously recovered and went on~with the wor k
there in Ratanga. I think that we might look back to 2 September 1961, when Indian
troops - Ghrkhas, I‘suppose - disarmed a group of Katangese at the airport and this
led to a Ratangese barricade on the roads and the Swedish camp - various UN
personel were attacked and killed. That was followed by an ultimatum and your

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

Ratangese. ‘This was a pretty serious incident and it might be a good idea to_talk

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

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

ANSWER: Yes, well that's a fairly tall order - let's try it. We never
had any different objective in Ratanga than to get Katanga back to a legitimate
position as one of the provinces of the Congo.

QUESTION: Wasn't that an item of controvefsy - what wa# a legitimate
pPosition and whether or not they were part of the Congo? \

ANSWER? Ms—I=donTE—Feaw,-no, it wasn't at all; I mean they had»deciared
a secession; they had assqmed the function of a State; they had printed postage
Stamps; they were masquerading as an independent State - with a lot sf-sert of
Passive winking and nudging from the British, the Belgians and to some extent the

United States. When called on this, the British, the Belgians, the United States
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would say that they did not recognize the secg;sion, but they did a hel} of a lot
to éncourage it, whith—was—-.and this was a vefy difficult situation to deal with,
Tshombé?;ad an army of sorts - it waé called the gendarmerie, it was officered by
mercenary of ficers, white, mostly South African, British, some Belgian and alsé.
French, He had Belgian military advisers who haé\a rathefsﬁengssfcan anomalous
status whicﬁ nobody could ever quite figure out. It was an enormously rich State,
Ratanga, because it had the Union Miniére in one of the greatest geological freaks
in the world, which produces gold, tin aﬁd copper in very nearly pure state;anﬁ
‘tls-almost—uniguye. So it was a fairly difficult nut to crack. The reason why
Bammazskjold had erigimatiy-before-he-died—got-us—inte this and why the UN felt
strongly about it and why it was important was that as long as Ratanga was a
secessionist State effectiveiy run by various white agencies, it would be a bone of
cohfention‘in the rest of the Congo and the Congo would never settle.down to being
an integrated State; in fact it would simply encourage other ge&¥=c£=e§ﬁ=:;iy
revolts and secessions, as indeed it did. We got into the second round of fiéhting
there I think because the first round.was believed to have been won by the.
méfcenaries and TshombéT§ forces, becausevthey had made a monkey oﬁt of the UN, Wﬁﬂ?
Secretary-General had been killed in this process, and they evidently thodgﬂ’this

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

trying to play on Tshombéfé vanity and his great desire to be a figure in history

. : . \
and to try eventually to persuade him to join the central Government,_whécﬂ:IZEEEEKfiwkxﬂ

is what Hammarskjold.had always intended to do and in any case it seeﬁed to be much
the most sensible thing to do in the .circumstances, because the fact of the matter
was ﬁhere was no way that Tshombé/could win militarily and theie was no wa? we
ooculd win militarily because we couldn't use force in the adequate sense of the
word in order to fix up his army. -The round éf fighting that started on 5 December

was a mess, We had had, as you rightly said,'a number of people killed already in
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ambushes and so on, the road to the airport was blocked by roadblocks, which
Tshomb€ and iater on Kimba and M?nongo kept sayiné they were going to remove and
never did. -Our headguarters, which was in.a ghastly hou#e called the Clair Manoir,
was under heavy mortar fire around the clock - in fact it began to dimihish by
about one storey every two days, so we kept moving down as they knocked the top off
itg=_Qnigﬁ_i§_gg§_gggg§§§£ily_a_hﬁaltﬁy_situa%ioﬁ—ée&—a—umqape;azinn_xg_be~inz I
gave the order that—ggjz;en fire when I came to the conclusion that we were being
dealt with in totallyAbad faith, both by TshombéT&By Rimba and by éénongo and by
the mercenar ies'&){eil,(ége mercenaries are always 1n bad faith, this was a game
for them, they were making a hell of a lot of money out of it, and-we—then-went
<$nto—it.,

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

ANSWER: ‘Well-the-military-are—always—7Fhave - I'mivery sceptical about
the military in a situation like thaé-which is mostly political. Théy were all for
being allowed to use maximum force, not realizing that the moment tﬁey did it
they'd be stopped. I was interested in hsing selective force go 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 sayingkabout 18 days - and

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

the Congo; I told Tshbmbé”ﬁé could perfectly easily do it but that we were
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interested solely in his legitimization and he finally listened to this and finally

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

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

Conqoleséasgzj*t\ it was - § ' iop,—it—was—aStatemade—upof
- previmTes.

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

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

QUESTION: That's why I'm asking.

ANSWER: The Ratangese gendarmerie was a ¥&md=ef- gimcrack operation and
they were useful and effective because they were backed in the first place‘by
mercenary officers who wene—ext;emely-—athfouqh dirty were extremely skilful
querrilla fiqhters\gnd in the second place they were backed largely by the wéstern
press, which developed a great kind of morbid admiration for these soldiers of

fortuneiand I never could see it, tha#,iere the most ghastly collection of people -

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

thing, God only knows why, because—it-was-the most-abselutely-half-arsed-netions
q;;y wegzz%gg?zgle people, and atsv—beeause they were backed, which was much
important than those two things, by a remarkfble public relations oéeration based
in Geneva, a firm called Markpress, and‘@gz; were also backed by a quite large
faction in the British Houses of Parliament, notably in the House okaords, and
they were backed by Senator Dodd in Washington, who was lite;ally a paiad lobbyisE’
¢§ndfha;was getting 10,000 bucks a month from Tshombé. So they had a lot going for

them“§&d—they~—~{~muét~eaybwg were not in those days, or even now I think,
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adequately set up to deal with that kind of thing. So we were chugging along on

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

'TshOmbéQEo 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 it
and I used this fgégiessly to try to pressure him)and.we did finally get him to
agree to send hfg,peopas. <But~xha§,(Jnfortunately,wuaszcnly—the:a Tshombé was a
very great escapé artist. He was always playing both sides against the middle.

wWhen he agreed to send his peoprle he also produced a whole series of very

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

QUESTION: Were you there that whole year?

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

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

Chand of India, simply decided they were going to use this and they did 4¢. ¥&d

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

them for the gimcrack forces they really were and, contrary to orders from
headquarters and a lot of rather fab&ly stiff cables from Bunchand me, they went
right ahead and they took Kélwezi, they.took - what's the other place called? -
QUESTION: Jadotville,
ANSWER: =~ Jadotville and they finished Tshombéﬂoff. Tshombé then dia
what I had suggested he do in December 1961, he made his peace with the central
Governmgnt and very shortly thereafter bgcame Prime Minister, whi;h he could have

done perfectly easily in 1960 if he'd put his mind to it., And then, of course, the
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was a better alternative really. Our job was to preserve the territorial integrity
of the Congo, to déal with foreign interventions of all sorts, including the
mercenaries,.and to deal with the seces;ionisﬁ movements of which there were at
- various times about five\and—l_think_that_it_can_he~8aid~about‘iﬁe Congo operation
-1 _donlt—want—to—-spend— i i r_thi i £ 4§ Pzg;%;: ever
since the synonym for disorder and confusion and exactly the kind of thing that the
UN ought to avoid. Curiously enough, like many things, this is a myth., We were
put into the Congo for two purposes only - or three. The first one was to get the
Qelqian soldiers out, the second one was to preserve the territorial integrity of
the Congo and the third one was to help the Government to establish its authority
and to run the country - and we did that,
QUESTION: Including the training of aﬁ army?.
ANSWER: Including training the army. Well, actually we failed on that
oney m&mmmymwﬁ There was
Y '
a massivelfivilian operation there. We did, in fact, at one time more or less run
the country. We spent our whole lives trying to hand it over as soon as possible
to the Congolése. We did achieve, with enormous difficulty, a legitimate
Government in Leopoldville. We did manage to get Tshombé to make his peace with
that Government. And I don't think that'qiven the appalling difficulties of that
particular country, that this was by any means a negligeable record. I—get Very
canneyed-when-I—-read-that—-I-think_.that Igt was the Soviet Union which has
delibefately, for obvious reasons, pursued the ﬁiece of disinformatibn that this

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

e

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

extraordinarily inefficient third-wor1ld administration under Mobutu, which survives

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

One country was: such a good idea and I don't think it,s a very 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 it
was better that letting it split up and adding bits and pieces of it to the other

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

N ' whab<e
problem wdith Ratanga as part of the Rhodesian kind of(?E?ESE/;anitaire under Ian

Smith, I think this would have made a terrible further complication in tha£
alreédy very difficult situation, so maybe it wasn't so bad after all.
QUESTION: How do you account for the persistent léck 6f enthusiasm on
the part of most of the other African countries for this kind of operation?
ANSWER: Well,-J think -the-trouble-was—that——weil, I think the Africans
. W)
in the first stage were very prpud of taking part in it - this £§ t@e most
effective peace-keeping ope;ation they've ever taken part in. But then they
discovered; of course, that in ah African country of the complexity of the Congo,
that the AfAricans themselves ar;e not united. We had on the one side bésically sbme
of the more radical francophone countries; on the other.siae most of the .
Engl ish~speak ing African countries - and there was a massive diffe:ence between
their Qiews. They didn't like that and I think they were right not to like that..k

I don*t think that they were disillusioned with Q_UN peace-keeping operatiqégas

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

way it reflected African differenceé and they didn't like that and §&think—they
MB8IT™> it's very understandable why they didn't like it.

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

that it ought to be a US-Belgian technical role.
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ANSWER: This was much later, wasn't it?

QUESTION: This was August 1964,
ANSWER: Yes, that's right.
- QUESTIQON: Were you in on that?
ANSWER: No, by that time we had‘more or less pulled out. We pu1ied:out,

(9¢
as I remember, in June or Julwfﬁyﬁe had left simply a civilian operation. Zh¥s—was

A sae

QUESTION: You really haﬁ given up on the poSsibility cee

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

~army in 1960, with a very large training group from Mordcco)and they were

first-rate. That was blown up completely by the political crisis,m because at that
poiqt the army became split on tribal and political lines and you. couldn't train

vm by * N
one or the other({without being accused of being partisan and therefore you couldn't

train any of them.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

for it after all. <FEduu;i_ih4uh_Lz:w35=s§§s§» I think it was a good decision.

| QUESTION: Alright, 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 relations. This is the drop of 600 Beigian
paratroops from US air-transport planes near Stanleyville to_save some hostages,
most of whom were missionaries from what was thought to be their destruction.

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

this?
ANSWER: Well no, very little, except I remember sitting in the Security
Council while this was going on. It just so happens that particular meeting of the

Security Council is the only meeting of the Security Council which anybody fired a

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

QUESTION: The hostages were goﬁten out.

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

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

don't think this was a major incident?

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

- anything else.

QUESTION: All right, what was the political importance of it
ANSWER: Well, this*after*ali-was—against—fhe——-Staﬁleyville had always
been a eor+—of great place for 1nsurgency, it was Lumumba s headgquarters and the

somewhat flre-breathlng spirit of Lumumba 11ngered on and it was we=J=thrink-St—was

,xhenJSizefqa~that—wasf- Gize‘ga's headquarters and_Gizqua was running a rather

desperate kind of splinter Government backed by a series of merCenaries, incluaing
a-guy called Black Jack Schrammer, as I remember, hle was a Belg1an. The object was
a four-pronged attack on Leopoldv111e, God help us all, but one of the prongs LET-D
vevEEd—— led by somebody called Mike Hoare,,mad Mike Hoare, who beneath all this
nonsense about being a mercenary was quite a sensible cha;—ﬁand he suddenl& decided

that it was not a good idea, so he turned round and fought for Tshomb€ instead of

being one of the insurgents, And this put a eempiete spike in the whole operation
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and the Stanleyville business, as I remember it, was a sort of last gasp of this

> o Prwe PR

whole thing. Tshombé then became established for a bitf, but then of course he lost
out too and went into exile, Mobutu having once again surfaced. He's a great
surfacer, Mobutu, he*d been surfacing all this time and has survived - miraculously

' g g ,} ‘ . .
I don't know how - and Tshombé was out. Tshombé %ggn of course started to plan his
own insurgency from Madrid and in a very ingenious kidnapping plot orqanized<?«nAuJW1L&%§
something by the CIA =~wothers-dontt— was kidnapped over the Mediterranean in a

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

causes.
QUESTION:' Bow much information do you get on ‘matters liké this?
ANSWER: On the kidnapping thing? |
QUESTION: Yes,
ANSWER: .Weil, there was a very éood book published about it actually.
It was*quhbsa‘ﬁame~—-§—caﬂ+t—Lemambe:_xhn_wnote_xhax_newv—bﬁt—anyhew;- it was an

interesting case, because it was a very carefully pxepared kidnapping.carried out
by a Prench convicted homiciée called Baudengm, who posed as a youth leader and
tried to get Tshombé to-sbonsor the European—African.Yéuth Pederation ~g#d Tshombé
got very excitéd about all this - he was very easily taken in I musﬁ say - and then
thekguy also got him interested in real estate in ~—what*s—the—name-of—that—istamt;—
ﬁnnL_Mallorcaq_xhe_oxhén-onev-the—fash%enab%e:cns;:i:nzﬂtt:: Ibiia and arranged for
Tshombé to fiy down and look at some properties and then they arfanged to kidnap
Tshombé on this flight, which they did. Sort of James Bond stuff.

QUESTION: Well let's turn back now to your earlier comment made in the
last session and hinted at again in this session, that you had a petsistent problem
with mass media, that this is é matter which has.concernéd you a great deal, you've
thought a lot about itAand I take.it that you have opinions on it without having

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

ANSWER: Yes, I think that in the first place, the UN is very baé at
public relations and always has been and still is, ﬁ} fact it is lamentable. 1In
the second place, I think it's in a very bad position to practice good public
relations; it's not a sovereign organization, it has in everything always to
consider a huge multiplicity of différent points of view and it's not supposed to
claim the credit for anything. I mean, if anything goes wrong it's our fault; if
anything goes right it's some bright leader in some Government who's fixed it and
that'svstill the rule. But I think in the Congo we were up against a whole lot of
things we weren't e&iftfe ready for, neally. 1In the first place, I don't think
aﬁybody understood what was at stake in fhe Congo when we éot in - certainly I
didn't and I'm §C§;§§2E§ sure that Hammar skjold didq't“ ﬂe kggiﬁirealized what a
total meés the Congo was, he never realized how very complicated not only the white
attitude towards the Céngolese was, but the Congolese attitude was towards the
whites)and he certainly didn't foresee early enough that the thing was likely to
break down on East-West lines very quickly through the personalities of Lumumba and
Rasavubu, which it did. me—mwwe § we were doing

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

R s

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

ran something ourselves without b?ing interfered with. We weren't interfered with
because the place was so bizarre and so distant and so violent that nobody could
interfére,‘they didn'g know how to do it. iThat broke down cqmpletely when there
was the constitutional split between Lumumba and Rasavubu and the wholé thing

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

another and one tribal leader against another in the Congo. It was a completely
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disastrous mess. I think Hammarskjold did the only thing he oould possible do in
(2N : '
keeping(going. ©Nobody really tried to understand - in the Western press certainly
- what he was trying . to do, because by that time we were up against the public

, 0~U°/ :
relations people of Tshombé andl_nion Miniére and we were being portrayed all over

the world by them as segt—=0f communist destroYers,of a great established peace and

guite colonial empire, andt [t the same time we wererbeing descr ibed by the Soviet

Union as imperialist running dogs of the CIA. It was really a peachy situation, I
must say. It was very irritating sometimes. We didn't manage to cope with that,.
We also, I think, had quite a bad set-up latterly in the Congo. We had virtually
no civilian heéd after Dayal had left - Linné/was a very weak‘operator - the‘
military command was a series of muddles. When: the disas;tous General Von Horn
left at the énd of 1960 - he was perhaps the mbst disastrous peace-keeping
commander there's-everAbeen - 47t he was succeeded by a much more geniél but
equally confused military administration. In my experience the military in the
Cdngo at all times were never capable of mak ing the kind of informed appreciation
which is ﬁecessary if you're going to do very‘difficult military operatiohs.‘ They
just were all over the place; they reacted to whatever happened; they didn,t'react
very oftenj they didn't have a plan - not necessarily their fault, it was a very
difficult place to have a plan in, but I think a better commander and a better
staff would have got a much better result. And that‘is proved by the fact that
when we finally did manage to get a good commander and a good staff into

El isabe thville, Ehéy_siapty‘-ﬂeverything just simply collapsed beforf them, they
didnit_haxe—xo—do—aﬁ;thing_aaé<3t was a great‘eye;opener to me, the degree to which
a pfoficient, politically conscious military command is essential in these things.

QUESTION: But then the media was reporting'the real situation, that

there was confusion, there wasn't a ...
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ANSWER: Well, the media, you see, were very helpful., <f—me&an, we fgr

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

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

0\)6/‘\
correspondenty we had Gavin Young and Patrick O’Dono&gh from the (Observer, they

_were absolutely first-rate. But then <you=got in Elisabethville during the fighting

4}23;rre5pondents couldn't circulate, in fact, we had to rescue quite a number of
them from various places where they'd had to hole up - and there the Tshombé
apparatus was very good at feeding through the European consuls and through vérious

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

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

- own public relations apparatus, by the Tanganyika Concessions and Union Miniére

people in London, by Senator Dodd and his boys in Washington and by people in
Eurépe\and—itrwas—a—very—=—wnr11§§;§hvI thintz?%%g}an astoundingly bad jqb of
public relations and that's one 6f'the reasons why the Congo operatioﬁ is still
?eqarded as a failure, 1It seemé to me, though it was very cos&ly and we lost a lot
v . o o\gm$}'}$ conadoredda
of people, that in fact it was, in the circumstances, an—astonis g(gﬁEEEEET——ﬁ;/
actually kept that country going and we preserved it as a country, which is
certainly a good deal more than I thoucht we'd ever be able to do.
QUESTION: why did you have so much difficulty in countering this pubiic
relations?
| ANSWER: ' Well, the UN.has never gone in for public relations fo; a sﬁart,
I mean, it believes in telling the truth as it knows it to correspondents, which—is
wiaply, ..

QUESTIQN: More than 15 per cent of the budget goes for it,
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ANSWER: Yes, exactly. Well I think this is a great mistake. Don't
start me on that, I shall say something extremely disloyal, <I~gpegn, I've always
thought that the UN public information set-up is nobody's fault, it's based on a
completely false pattern, it's based on the Ofice of War Information of the United
> Wasd :
States in}gpe—wari This was a propaganda agency in a war when there was almost
total censorship. This is completely different from what you need in an
organization which is sort—of a shoestring operation all over the world trying to
do very difficult things in unforeseem situations. I—just—think—it—-waa—hopeless-

OS. Pulylis w-ettn Depotrerd” -
I don't thinklggﬁs ever-—1§k7haé;a hope in hell of meeting with this kind of

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

QUESTION: Well I think you ought to talk about the kinds of changes you
think are necessary, because it refers'direcﬁly back to your experience over.the
years. |

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

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

ANSWER: Well, I've never personally had’much trowle with this,

QUESTION: who did then?

ANSWER: But the difficulty is it's one thing for a‘solitary chap to be
|

pressing on against the powers of darkness or whatever it is; itfs quite another

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

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

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

ANSWER: Well, I don't think you can’blame ﬁhe listeners, The listeners
are manipulated by the most skilful manipu1a£or'after all, Fmean—took—at——weliz—1-
was_about—to—say—ieek—at_uha:is_gding_on_now_=_hnL_itls.abse%a%e;y_tzus«

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

| ANSWER: Well, I think we were atvthe mercy of some extremely skilful
people who ran Tshombéﬁénd they weré, after all, people with a lot of money also,
which makes a differencé. I‘tﬁiﬁk‘thEt‘it—was—vemy;difficulxrfrvﬁﬁ‘sgg} ou 've got
to remember that all the time we were trying to deal with the Western media, we had
this uninterrupted blast coming from our good old chums in Moscow, who_wefe
blasting us for beihg exactly the opposite, forbbeing these horrible imperialists,
lackeys and running dogs of Western intelligence'agencies, which is something of a

. Oow—PR )
laugh if you come to think of it,'becaasert now turns out Afor-example, that the
CIA's efforts_to assass inate Lumumba were frustrated 106 per cent by none other

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

revelation to me, I'd never dreamed that they were trying to do it, but ft-was Wl

V4 ccermnTereeT e
frustratg?. dew—but—for—different—political Leasons everybody’ﬁid‘}(bk had
General De Gaulle blasting the whole thing, because the general thought that

Hammar sk jold was aspiring to be a great man like him, I-means—it-was—teally Time

wQst pathetic performance,—it—was—arfoc—And-so-he.was blactimg—ht. You had{the

money people in London and New York blasting it. XNow—thig..r..
QUESTION: So your real opposition in the public relations field was

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

Congo?
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ANSWER: Weld, _you—eould- take_- igt's take a single incident, for

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

becaugé‘hgsﬂiaaﬁé“izﬂ;;:n Senator Dodd was there and this made the Senator look
like a bloody fool, which he was anyway,<i;;?é was no necessity to make
Senétor podd look like a bloody fool, he was one. But none the less they did:it.
He was very embarassed, 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 it $g§$g£'just ran, he didn't want to have

T plod /
anything more to do with , he was scared, he just got the hell out, something
thaﬁ I was never able té catch up with him about becausé I thought it was
disgraceful, After all, he was to—some=exterrt a large contributor to the trowle.
The moment we‘OpenedAfire on anybody theré were screams of rage in the Western
press., O'Brien had been completely clobbefed by the Western pfess for simply
trying to do his job in a rather flamboyant manner. There was simply no way that
we sgemed to be able to deal with this and if good reporters like Halberstam and a
few people like that wrotg stuff séying " Look hefe, this isn't quite 1iké that'xand
"These peopie are trying to do é job" and FGuess who's trying tq look after the
Baluba fefugees, 96,000 of them in Elisabethville alone and so on - these peopl e
are doing it under shell firé' ~ which we were, nobody paid.any attention, didn't
want to heér that. IttEfcame an ﬁast4West thing, it-beeame.,—you know;—i-t—was
Lumumbi)and at some pointé the central Government were supposedly in some way
Russian-oriented and we were the amanuenses of the central Government and the;efore
we were on the Soviet side, which is quite a ;augh considering the amount of time
we spent trying to stop them from getting into things too. -Itrwas—a-very——I—think.

-Q_Ldon—'—t—-k—mw‘wh-a'bth-e—a-n-s-wer—‘is-.——I—-th—ink—-that.i.f_wJ_e.‘had——-wel—L-, %s long as

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

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

think—we—shoul'd~have - gn those days we weren't ;iiéaggﬁig/;alk to the press, <«
meanr 'I was not allowed, for exaﬁple; to say to One or a grbup of correspondénts *If
you chaps want to know what the truth is, it's the following" and—all—the Test- -
this—was—actna%ly—aunch,Eﬁt was the wholevidea of the then Department of Public
Inforhation that persons in the Secretariat didn't talk to the press; I think it
was a colossal mistake, “E—mean it seems to me to be much worse than getting it
wrong , because everything goes by default in that caéq, you—dontt—get-— I think
we've improved a little bit since then, but not necessarily too much.

QUEST ION: -Did you have a public that knew’whatvyou were doing?

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

was like. vI:—mean.,—-yefu—k-nom;_.gf you start talking about the Bakongo or the Baluba

or the transporf. system Oor ...

QUESTION: Or Rasai.

ANSWER: - or Kasal, nepedy== people loock at you as if you were a looney*
<EE_-'d1dn 't know about 1t¢.it's a whole world all by 1tse1f the Congo aﬂé::;

.

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

ANSWER: No, the Belgians were not exactly very pro-UN., The Belgians
were in a state of great pique until the Spaak Government came in. The Belgians,

since they had failed, wished to see us fail. I think it's as simple as that, I
|

don't blame‘them.
QUESTION: But there were people ...

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

QUESTION: They did.
T ———— N ————




"MW/l

20
URQUHART
» 22 Oct 1984 :

ANSWER: But by that time it 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, ...

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

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

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

receiving end of the kind of things that we could deliver and they were very
pfo-UN, because they were‘the ones who were being helped by us and they needed it.
But it was a very messy ngasion and I think it's a pity in a way that it's been
portrayed the way it has,because—I-don*t—honestly—thiffk——I-mean I think the on1§
question to be asked is whether it was smart evér to have got into it in the first.
place, But if we hadn't got into it, supposing then a vacuum had been 1ef£ which
the United States and the Soviet Uniéﬁ both tried -to fill, ﬁow far would that have
taken everybody? So i think one ﬁas to admit that it had t§ be done.

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

AﬁSWEﬁ: Well the Americans actually, under'the‘Kennedy Administration,
made an enormous effort and it made a great difference. We had remarkable sﬁpport

from Rennedy, partially from Dean Rusk though not altogether, from the American

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

. \
name's escaped me, W gu’m N

. QUESTION: Timberlake?

L S Afame <L

—

ANSWER: No, no, no, Timberlake was the first t—was the guy who

was: the head of Fletcher aftetwa at the hell is he called? -

QUESTIQN: Head of what?
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ANSWER: He was the head of the Fletcher School afterwards. I can't
gemembep—his*nameT—ft—will—come~back~to—mé; And they were very helpful. Théy had
decided that you had to get the Congo together, that you had to deal with the
secession of Ratanga otherwise you were going to rﬁn the whole thing into a much
bigger problém in Africa, which I think is right, and that was their decision and
they were very very helpful I must say, including providing way beyond the—call-of-
daty—-i 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 hélp journalists to
learn about this énd to understand?

ANSWER: I don't think they were really called on to do that. I mean
there were enough johrnalists there anywéy. "The trouble really was at any giveﬂ
point to be able to communicate with them. I—meanigf you have, as'i had during
the second round of fighting in Ratanga, ysw=bave your,headquarterS'undér 24 hour a
day mortar fire, very few}fournalist# are going to show up for press coﬁferences
theyefeally~ate.. éo tgg;:;ere—theu—givé:fgézAalternétive of going out to look for
the poor buggers and of course they're mostly hiding in basements, so it isn't a
very satisfactory way of doing things. it's very difficult to communicate.

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

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

much did you see of that?
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ANSWER: <®=23} ery little.  JI-think-a—lot—of-money—perobablys~btt—~—wel;—%

Lo O R By .

.mean, the eamap%gg:gggﬁTE_gg—;;E#Magainst us as it was to legitimize Tshombé, the
great slogan being that the only place where there is peace and éuiet in the Congo
is  in Katanga under good o0ld Moise with his Western advisors. This is why they.
were so annoyed when there was this bust-up, when I got kidnapped when‘Senatof podd
was there, because Senator Dodd was scared stiff. He saw about the most disorderly
scene he coulé possible imagine and it wasn't at all what he'd been told. He was
so stupid that he didn't really haul it in, but none the less there it was. I
think that that was the basis of that., The idea was to legitimize Tshombe;aﬁzz;.

QUESTION:I You were in the way.

BANSWER: And we were in the way. fﬂqd—fumthermoré7—we—kept~goinq«mr
-abopat—-—ana‘atsﬁ"the—trOuble—aiséfis_that—pedple—donlt_like—secessionist

~movemerrbs, Governments are very nervous of secessionist movements because whoever

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

\

and the Welsh; the Americans alreAdy had their little go at secession last_
century. Everybody}s got it. The Soviet Union have got God knows how many and
most African countries have bits and pieces which ére likely to fall off,.not to
mention all other countries. So everybody is very touchy about taking sides on
secession. On the other hand, if you can put across this enormously fich area as a
haven of peace and quiet, you can get people‘to sort of hedge the secession
businesé and say "Now loock, you mustn't be nasty to Tshombe, he's a good gﬁy,-heés
g8t - his guard is dressed in Napoleonic uniforms®. 1It's a lot of bullshit, but
you can get away with it and they did get away with it up to a point. The f#ct
thatiﬁé was Suppressiné about three-quarters of the inhabitants of Ratanga and had
2 .
more or less clcbbered the Baluba refugdes is neither here nor there and he was
getting away with that too. He was getting away Qith plenty. But he Jjust maﬁ;ged

it a hell: of lot better than we did,
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QUESTION: That suggests another aspect of your work there. You were,

-

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

what you were doing, they had never -~
ANSWER: Not at all, none at all.

QUESTION: -~ they had little contact with the outside dur ing the years of
the Belgian colonies, What did you do about local public information?

ANSWER: Well virtually nothing. Frankly I don't think that would have
made too much difference because the‘medium of information in the Congo, which.we
couidnft get_into at all because it was interference in internal affairs, was
demagoéuery on the radiq. That was ;he big political medium. Most people couldn't
read and didn't read newspapers., 50~what_¥ou_haé—~<qﬁis is why Lumumba was so
impor tant; Lumumba was a demagogue of genius and his addresses, either in French or
in Lingala, were famous. fsmean,:it was a tremendously emotive affeir ;gz he could
get peopie out on‘the streets in hundreds of thousands and that's why people were
éo scared of him. Tshombé wasn't very good at that. l)nfc')m'go’was quite good at
i;.. @gzb&é éouldn't compete with that. And‘I don't think we shbuld have eiﬁher,
that would have a been a gross interference. I don't think tﬁat would have been
any good. . What we could have done, I think, would have‘been to have done a mugh
better job with opinion abroad. because actually when it came to it, most>of the
Congolese were very anxious to be‘helped by us, including Tshombé; We éid a great

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

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

everybody else started to plot against him, sothgte-vwhich was gggg:>for the
coursey BHM7..
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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 Stanleyville, there was a pretty disastrous situation in
Rasai most of the time that you were there -
ANSWER: And there was a very bad situation in Rivu at one point too, we

lost a lot of people there.

QUESTION: - and a pretty bad situation in Riviu, How did that impinge on
you and éid it complicate your public-relations work?

ANSWER: YWell; no, it didn't really. Katanga always commanded a special
place, certainly in the Western press. I*mean-you—cou1d7=-“é‘lost our whole
Italian hospital at one point in Rivu., I mean, tﬁey wererliterally killed. 1It was
a terrible thing. Apd it really didn't create much of a étir. If ‘it had been in
Ratanga it would haQe been headlines.'~ﬁatanga-—you—kno#—;—they—hadTJk&th their
public relations and all of the legends about ihe great wealth of Katanga, they'd
sort of upped the ante. -It-was—intemesting.

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

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

difference?

ANSWER: I don't know, i thinkvthat everything in the UN, unless you do
something to stop it, contributes to the what I call the fashionable cynicism inr
the Western world aboﬁi the UN ever since they lost the automatic majority in the
Assenbly. Erthin&—thabf-—you—knowT_you—still_heaz_peopléf—’E}ery now and then some
looney somewhere or othéf comes up with "what about the a;rocities in the Céngo?'-
and you say "What atrocities?". "Oh, your Indian troéps killed ..." - I forget
what and you still hear it. This Qas - I think ‘this is a lastingllegend which is
very: hard to‘get rid of. The legend is:. a., - that we shouldn't have been there,

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

{7 RE
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we did what we were told to do; and c. - that we managed in some way to win some
. . . Y e N
gold medal for barbarism and that kind of thing,aad—it*s—simpl - ean- there were

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

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

quite rough and rather marginally evolved tribal area, it was very tough stuff. ﬁg'
meanT—yeu—kﬂewyrit wasn't much fun in the Congo. I—meanT—i:¢Eh§_people—ldke—sgeox ‘AJLQ\
I speﬁt a geea&—AZél of time getting arrested or getting put up in front of a

firing squad or something. It was just Agégz/for the course and you had to talk

your way out of it., It wasn't a very orderly place, but in‘some‘way that has been
parlayea ovér the years into a minus for the UN, My Qiew is that it was a

remar kable effort which deserved to succeed better than it did and in fact diag

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




