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Jean Krasno: This is an interview with Gareth Evans at Yale\rsity on
December 181997, and we will be discussing Australia’s ralédambodia. Mr. Evans,

would you, just for the record, give some backgrban your political career?

Gareth Evans: | became Australia’s foreign minister in Septemb@38. Before
that, | had been a minister in three other podtfrom 1983, and in politics since 1978
as a senator. Subsequently, | was a state fonsiigister until 1996, when we lost the
election to the leader of the opposition. But mghkground in relation to the Cambodian
issue also goes right back, personally, to a visiade to the country as a student in '68,
so | had fairly intense interest in the situatibare. When the opportunity came for me
as foreign minister to try and do something to lst&rt this process, it was something
that had some attractions, not only from the ptesal diplomatic point of view, from

an Australian national interest point of view, bigo from a personal point of view.

JK:  Good, then I think we’ll start the questions@ambodia. You had brought along
with you a book by Ken Berry on Cambodia from thestkalian point of view. He said
that a book has to start somewhere, and an inteivas to start somewhere, and it turns
out that we've both chosen the same place to sthrth was the first Paris Peace

Conference in the summer of 1989. So | thoughst&dt there.



GE: This was the big attempt by the French to btiniggs to fruition around the
theory of a quadripartite transitional governmevttijch | think had been most people’s
concept until then, as to how the situation mighinately be resolved. There were
mixed views about whether a political settlementldmr should precede a military
settlement. But they're all variations on the tleemh some kind of power-sharing
arrangement, which would recognize the realityheffairly intimate relationship
between the three non-SOC parties. Namely, thedfiRouge and FUNCINPEC and
Son Sen’s party, notwithstanding all the previoasdr of the genocide, the Viethamese
invasion that brought them together, and they weerating as a coalition. There
needed to be a solution that reflected the reafithat working cooperation, and also the
reality of Hun Sen’s SOC government on the grouihdvas thought by everyone, me
included, that that quadripartite solution wasah& way forward, although it was not
uncontroversial in terms of our various domestiestibuencies, all of whom had the
horrors of the prospect of any continuing cooperatiith the Khmer Rouge.

But in spite of that approach, the Paris conferehddail, and it failed
essentially, when you boil it all down, on the dewhaf the CGDK, the tripartite
coalition, and the various international factorshaft coalition, including the Khmer
Rouge and any transitional administration. Andlenother hand, the absolute
unwillingness of Hun Sen, and its internationalleas, in particular of course, Vietnam
and the Soviet Union, to be willing to concede thanhd of all the maneuverings and all

the detail, essentially that was the dynamic atkwere, and that’'s what brought the



conference to its knees, and that's why it becaeeessary to think another way through

the impasse in the aftermath of that fail.

JK:  Were you at the Paris conference [during] sushmer of ‘89, or was Australia

represented?

GE: Yes, we were there, and | was one of thosewdsvery disappointed by the
outcome of it. | can’t pretend that | was a mgjayer at that stage, but nonetheless, we
were participants in the process, and it was vesgppointing. | had in fact made some
suggestions which are documented in the Berry bebich by the way, is an excellent
detailed chronology and analysis of the Austrairmolvement, which I've just been
refreshing my memory on, but not sufficiently.hirtk for the purposes of this interview,
when in doubt on a matter of detail, scholars emhfree to rely on the Berry book as an
absolutely meticulously accurate and detailed agtofithe Australian and my own
involvements. Anything | say will be simply suppientary impressions to the basic

stuff that's in this book.

JK:  Right, okay. After the failure of that firsbference, as | understand it, Australia,
Indonesia, France, and others made an intensiog &ffrestart the talks. How was

Australia involved in that, and what happened?

GE: Well, this was the period of the most intense most significant involvement of

Australia—the period after the Paris conferencthirk it all really began with the



conversation that | had with Steven Sollars atitihe of the General Assembly session
in October 1989. | had a discussion with him—waelidriends—in the Australian
Ambassador’s residence in Beekman Place. It walfyysollars, and in fact another
Australian diplomat—three of us talking throughsthiThis was the occasion when
Steven raised with me an idea that had been kng@kiound in his mind for some
months, and which he’d canvassed with various geopihe US Administration, not
with any reaction of a positive or useful kind.

That [idea] was for essentially a UN role as threuwgt-breaker in the Cambodian
peace process, the idea being that something beutbne on the basis of the Namibian
example, but on a rather more extended scale,thattUN actually playing the role of an
interim government, in which they wouldn’t merelypgrvise or monitor an election
process, but would actually organize that elecpimtess, and have a critical role in the
administration of the country during the perioddiea up to the election—a much more
hands-on role than had previously been contemplafags was an idea, which | thought
immediately had some attractions, in that it wasm@mpletely different idea to variations
on the quadripartite thing, which had been arowncflong time and which seemed to be
going nowhere; and one that had the potential cibuld only attract the support of
Vietnam and SOC in the first instance, who obvigssbod to lose from anything which
pushed them out of their central governing roldrduthe transitional period; and if it
could also win the support of China, because ofsmanything involving any major role
for the UN had to contend immediately with Chinadke as a member of the Permanent
Five, and its patronage of the Khmer Rouge andntgillingness to do anything which

would put the Khmer Rouge’s status at risk. linseé to me that there was, however,



potentially something in it for everyone, in terofdhere being a face-saving context in
which the Chinese could withdraw, a way of the S@ the Vietnamese giving up
governing authority without conceding directly tketKhmer Rouge in whole or part, and
equally having attractions for the odds and endisaiher Cambodian factions, as a way,
simply, of moving the whole game forward—not neegibg on quite as favorable terms
as might have been involved in the quadripartitel@hdout nonetheless, not going
backwards. So the idea immediately, to me, hatéguiot of resonance, and | expressed
a great deal of interest to Sollars.

It was extremely undeveloped, it was simply an jjéeal it bore some
resemblance to an idea that Sihanouk had himssJepla couple of years earlier for a
UN trusteeship role, but which had never been 8dsbut, but it certainly had some
resonance to that. | in fact said to the Austratiplomat who will remain unnamed,
“Gee, that was interesting, | think we might halve bones of something that could
actually work here.” And the diplomat in questsaid, “Do you really think so, | mean,
it sounds like just a great waste of everyone’tim said, “Well, on the contrary, |
think we should do some hard work following that’ujVe did just that.

| spent some time talking it through with senidiaéls when | got back to
Australia, just developing the concept a little ;jyand made, then, a public
announcement of it in the Australian parliamenttun24” of November '89, just
outlining what seemed to me a way of breaking thhothe impasse, just laying out the
concept of it, not in much detail. But we got guit degree of publicity, and we also spun
it widely around all the other Paris conferenceypta. And the initial reactions from all

of them were interested enough to make me makgdgeent that it really did justify a



fairly substantial diplomatic effort on our parttest and refine the idea further, which we
then did with a very detailed exercise. SeniortAalgn official Michael Costello, then

the deputy head of my department, subsequentlgabretary of it, led this diplomacy.

And he went to some thirty major meetings with pégyers in thirteen different

countries over a twenty-one day period from th& dPDecember '89 through the "1 &f
January 1990. This is all documented in the Bbogk. But this, | think, was the crucial
break-through in the sense of picking up an idehthan really getting out and testing it
and refining it. He and | spoke constantly over tilephone and exchange of cables, and

the idea got more and more refined as the odyssegeded.

JK:  Okay. | wanted to ask you something about, thetause that kind of diplomacy
is key in developing these kinds of issues, inding support. Was there initially
resistance to the idea of the UN taking such a mraje? And then how did you

overcome that, if you did meet with resistance?

GE: It was thought intriguing, the notion that th might be the vehicle for breaking
the impasse. Remember, this is the end of ‘89l tumultuous year with the end of
the Cold War; it's at a period when there’s juséeognition that the ice flows were
breaking up all over the place; it was possiblthiok in a new and creative way about all
sorts of things happening internationally, in parar, a better role for the UN. We
weren’t quite at this stage. At the height of degpression, which existed for an all-too-
short period for the UN to get involved in just abeverything under the sun,

culminating in as operation in the Gulf War, andteof other things happening. But it



was coming off the back of what had been a suagkggération in Namibia, and that
was the example | think most present in peopleisdmthow that example might be
picked up and played with. But | mean, as alwaigh this kind of diplomacy, what it's

all about is finding formulae which meets peoplesceived national interests, and
provides the face-savers retreats where necessatythe necessary degree of cover for if
people are not getting their optimal outcomesegast a decently sub-optimal one. The
whole point about this was that | saw almost imratdy that this had the potential,
when you looked at it from every single perspectofaneeting those criteria.

Remember that this is probably the most compleglsirnot the biggest international
problem it was, but certainly one of the most ca®pbecause you had your three layers
of players. You had the factions, with a long &fabdy interlacing history within the
country itself; you had the immediate regional pas; Vietnam in the case of SOC, and
in the case of the CGDK; you had the superpoweappatstanding behind them, China in
the case of the Khmer Rouge, Russia in the caS©G!, and the United States and
France in the case of Sihanouk, and the non-conshmembers of the CGDK coalition.
You really did have an extraordinary number of playwith different interests, all of
whom had to be satisfied.

So the search was on, that's what all this diplonvaas about, to test the reaction
of every single one of them, beginning with thetWanese and the Chinese, and Hun
Sen himself. Those were the first three calls @wdtello made, because unless they
were potentially interested, on the face of hathemost to lose, this wasn’t going
anywhere. The Khmer Rouge always had the mostis®df all, but the judgment was

made very early on that the Khmer Rouge, withoatsihpport of the Chinese, would not



be able to be a decisive player, | think as it ptbto be. And so it was a matter really of
positioning all the other players to see what wassfble. Anyway, the short point is that
by the end of that dialogue process, | had a saffity clear story to tell to Ally

Allitasse, who was a good friend and colleague imferm We’d become foreign ministers
almost at the same time in September ‘88, we’d bieeugh the trauma of the Paris
Peace Conference together, we’d been throughdhentr of patching up Australia and
Indonesia bilateral relations, which is a long s@djetell you that on another occasion),
we’d had the ordeal and fire of dealing with thesEEimor problem, which is a
constantly recurring theme in Australia and Indémeslations, and we had a very, very
good, close professional working relationship. &®co-chairman of the Paris
Conference process, | saw as being an absoluiéatplayer in all of this, and all of

my efforts were devoted towards getting some idegesther, which | saw him as being
the key player.

So in that context, we spent a lot of time keepimdpnesia up to speed with what
we were up to, and in particular, encouraging tithesians to have a meeting sooner
rather than later in Jakarta to explore this id&bitasse agreed with that, and in
February of 1990, what | think was probably théicai meeting in terms of what
subsequently followed, was in fact held in Jakattedonesia asked Australia to work
behind the scenes as a resource delegation foméeting, and in that context we put a
huge effort into preparing the famous Red Book,clvhwas a set of six working papers,
which were a refinement and a development overdiDpages of the ideas that had
first emerged and were refined in the diplomacypss. But then we made a major

effort to turn that into the working bones of aremgtional plan covering all the different



dimensions—civil administration, election organiaat military security, plus the
conceptual issues involved in terms of sovereigsttyicture of government, and options
and possibilities. We even went so far as to wbstt the UN operation might look like,
and it's quite remarkable that the figure we cap®$1.3 billion (US), for what we
conceptualized as an 18-month operation, in fastagaclose as it was to the final actual

cost of the UN operation, which was $1.7 billion fotwo-year operation.

JK: That's remarkable.

GE: There were a number of differences in the wayhich the missions turned out
to be finally structured. But | think if you tratiee whole course of what happened, an
enormous amount comes right back to the Austradraposal as it was refined and
developed in this very short period, and as it e@wxceptualized in the operational
outline, and even in the budgetary outline, in éha®rking papers for the February 1990

meeting.

JK:  On the Red Book, the working papers, were tteseloped as a part of the

meeting in Jakarta, or immediately following thateting?

GE: No, they were developed very deliberately essaurce document for the meeting
in Jakarta, and they were the documents, in factehnbol the chagrin of the French, who
throughout were very cautious about an Austral@e, iif | can put it gently—they were

the documents that actually mattered. We madeat cand Alitasse made it clear that
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they were there as resource documents to be takeft as the mood of the JIM (Jakarta
Informal Meeting) headed. But in fact, it was tlteeument around which everything
revolved. We went to the trouble of actually tilatiag key chunks of it into Khmer,
which made a huge impact on all the Cambodian ptaydobody had ever done them
the courtesy, or taken the time or trouble to dd.tiWe didn’t try to do it for every last
page of the thing, but key concepts, which werekibsly critical to convey on the key
balances that we were trying to strike. We thougives absolutely critical that they be
communicated in the language with which all theypta were absolutely familiar rather

than to work in English or French.

JK:  And you had all four parties there? You haglftiur parties as well as the

international players there?

GE: There wasn't all the Paris cast, it was esabyt regional meeting the
Indonesians had convened. And it was for thatoreasmeeting that could not have been
decisive in moving things forward, because you \@dwdve had to put the proceeds of it
back into the Paris conference format, and thdttoarse eventually what happened.
But it certainly had the key players there, inchglthe French as joint chairman, but it
was a deliberate exercise in convening, as | reafthe regional [level]. It was a
deliberate attempt to just have a regional in@ther than to try and develop momentum
from that.

In the event, of course, the Jakarta meeting did Tde sticking points were

pretty much the same as those who caused thed@aference to fail. The power-
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sharing issue, which just couldn’t be finally ressd. The device we had of course, just
interpolating brackets here, which subsequentlhatecthe SNC, the Supreme National
Council, was the concept developed, was a forngdrazation embodying the
sovereignty of the country in which the four faasowvould be represented. The
difference from the former quadripartite power-shgumodel, however, being that
particular body would not be exercising formal exee authority as the “government”
of the country; it was there as the sort of repogidf sovereignty, it was there as the
potential holder of UN seat. But the differenceswiaat it wouldn’t be “the government.”
Nonetheless, from the parties’ point of view, adbthe same issues arose about what the
balance was between the different factions ongingseme body would be, whether it
would be an equal sharing arrangement, or somehtegigormula, and who would be
chairman of it, and so on. And so there was aflpushing and shoving and
maneuvering on that. But the other issue whichecanto play, as it had in Paris, but
even more starkly in Jakarta, was whether or reetlwvould be reference to genocide in
the role of documents with the Khmer Rouge of ceuesisting that, and the SOC
insisting upon it.

Nonetheless, even though the conference failddnk the significance of it was
that the idea of the UN role was absolutely alind well, and a huge number of issues
had in fact been agreed upon. This is summarizéiael Berry book, and | wanted to
check out that now. Some of the Paris principks been adopted and reapplied, the
principle of occupying the Cambodian seat at thewitd this so-called Supreme
National Council, the need for a whole series cdrrgements about the return of

refugees and treatment of prisoners and recongtnuissues were all endorsed. And the
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general principle of a UN role in the civil admitmégion of the country and the
organization of elections—the critical elementshaf Australian peace plan—were
basically endorsed. So everyone came away festingf exhausted and frustrated that
we were so near and yet so far. But looking belt, was the pivotal meeting, bringing
the [factions] together. And really, when you laikhe next two years of this endlessly
protracted process before it all came finally tbgetagain at the Paris Peace Conference
at the end of '91, really everything that’s in tfiatl settlement can be traced back to
material that was on the table, issues that wertb@iable, concepts that were on the
table in the Jakarta meeting, and which just sinipbk a long time to untangle and

finally resolve. But really it was all there.

JK: By September of 1990, the Security Council dddpted the framework that had
evolved out of the Jakarta meeting. Were theliaegfents that were made in between
those two dates, when the Jakarta meeting ended/laenl the Security Council then

adopted the framework?

GE: The P-5 did take it upon itself to pick up theces after the Jakarta meeting, and
really that's where—you talk about the Security @al but really it was the P-5 that
was running this, and had an endless series ofimgsetQuite a lot of which Australia
played a major role in, although not very much askedged in the official
documentation, it was more behind the scenes.e¥amnple, at one stage we developed
the single negotiating text, the famous SNT, agte@rovay of moving the whole thing

forward, as it was getting stymied in various dil@ts, and it was a way of bringing
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together in a single document in which all the cetimg teams were trading off against
each other. That was an Australian contributidhe concept of—I forget when, | can
find it in the Berry book—I remember another cafievay of moving the game forward
was another Australian suggestion that we deal thighgenocide issue by moving
forward rather than backwards, by talking aboutipgtin place arrangements which
would avoid the possibility of genocide ever ocogr This got the “G” word in, but in
a way that didn’t directly attribute responsibilftyr all the genocide in the past. That
became an important element. There was also andévelopment on the reconstruction
side. There was a conference in Tokyo, in whicltAalia again played a fairly major
role that arose out of, and was a further developrotone of the working committees in
the original Paris conference in 89, which furtklerveloped what was necessary to put
together as part of the reconstruction package.

So there was a whole series of strands that weargrng, that were flying around,
a lot of them the reinvention of the wheel, goirmgkto basics and then laboriously
reconstructing the things which ended up beingyratich back where we started out in
1990. And really my memory is very hazy of whogisely did or said what to whom
over that entire period between February 1990 amehwvit all finally came together in
1991. It's, as | say, meticulously documentechimBerry book. But | just remember it
as a period of endless circling, sniffing like ddgside a lamppost, and of the breaking
up and reforming of little groups and alliances] aeuroses of one kind or another. It's
very difficult to identify the really major peakad@valleys in that process. It was really
just laborious and difficult. A lot had to do withe personalities of the key players, and

I think, the key breakthrough eventually came wtienfamous Pattaya meetings in
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Thailand when Sihanouk and Hun Sen basically ageestrecall, on the structure and
shape of the Supreme National Council, and thatanatty critical breakthrough in
resolving that part of it and helping to move tlaeng forward. But throughout the
process, | think the Chinese played a pretty caoste role, and they were critical,

always critical, about the ultimate success of, thig it did finally come together.

JK:  How did the Chinese change their position dkat time period that they began

to facilitate the solution?

GE: The Chinese were always helpful and cooperatiagers. | have no complaint
personally of the role that the Chinese playedeylanted to get the basic deal, in a
sense, for their clients, the Khmer Rouge. Bhirk they realized that they were not
exactly a winner as far as international publicagm in terms of that relationship. What
they had wanted to do through their support ofthmer Rouge, namely to deny
Vietnam uncontested hegemony over all of Indo-Chatahat aspiration they had largely
succeeded. They weren'’t going to get much morebiltis in terms of regional
realpolitik. The best thing they could get ouitafias the effective mutualization of the
other Indo-Chinese countries, and thus the sigmifte of those formally mutual and non-
aligned with Cambodia, which was part of the wHedgis process. They did want to,
they played fairly hard for all of the referencegyenocide and so on, in terms of taking
the position. But | saw them throughout as a agunhich had basically made the
decision that it wanted out of the whole agreemematted out on terms that were face-

saving for it; wanted out on terms that didn’t ledtietnam obviously uncontested
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control of Cambodia, neither directly or throughpiroxy on the ground; wanted out in
circumstances where it didn’t imbalance some kihpaditical process. But all the rest is
detail, | mean once they made up their mind, aegl thade up their mind very early on
that the Australian-UN proposal was the vehicledainieving this. Really, | think what
you saw from the Chinese was what you saw fromyewer else. It was simply the

maneuvering that was involved in getting that ooteawith the basic concept in mind.

JK:  So when Michael Costello went to meet with tHesfore the Jakarta meeting and
after the first Paris conference, his reaction ftbem was fairly positive to your

proposal?

GE: Yes, itwas. It was certainly sufficiently eacaging to justify us continuing.

That was the key that was the criteria we wereyapg! If there had been a big fat “no,”
a big rock in the path, obviously we would not haeen worth pursuing because the UN
concept could not have gone anywhere without tiae first thing that was done was to
test the water; the Viethamese and Hun Sen werdudbly critical. In fact, the Russians
got tucked in between because the Russian depigigfominister happened to be in
Tokyo, where Costello was transited between PhnehmRnd Beijing, which was a very
useful reinforcement of the basic Vietham-SovietddrHun Sen position. Costello had
all of that firmly in his mind when he went to talkthe Chinese. The Chinese were

actually very interested in the whole thing, thegrevabsolutely critical.

JK:  And so his meeting with Hun Sen was also fgidgitive?
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GE: Yes, all of those initial meetings were reatlgre positive than anticipated.

JK:  Was the timing right, is that why that was ....

GE: Yes, exactly. You never get anywhere in tlsgses of things unless the idea is
ripe, is right, and the time is right, and | thithlat’'s exactly the combination that we had.
There was this enormous frustration with the failaf the Paris conference; there was
recognition that the quadripartite model was jugtgoing, every area was ducking too
far. Moreover, publics were getting more restieshe Western populaces with the
guadripatrtite...in their own country. The othexreknts—the mood was there, the mood
was receptive for a new idea coming on the sceh&hmvould actually show a way
through the impasse. But I think the third critieeement in the equation—and | know it
sounds like an awful drumbeat, Australia—Dbut thedtbritical element was the energy
and the commitment with which this idea was pursuéd had just been another idea....
The idea was in a sense around. Sollars had b#emg to people about it, but he said,
“| can’t get anyone really very interested.” Iddil guess that might be why.” He said,
“What it means is a government, which is in goodpsh and which would be listened to
as a government—not just an individual, but a gorent—to pick this up and run with
it, to get it into the key meetings and to realligp it.” He said that he thought Australia
was as well equipped as anyone to do this, becaelse in pretty good standing with all
the key players. At the same time, this is thegitalittle-player diplomacy line, we

wouldn’t so ignorantly frighten the horses anywheve were big enough to be
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competent and efficient and well-resourced, anbtee a voice that would be listened to,
we were not so big that we carried all the bagdghgethe major powers and the super-

powers do.

JK:  Yes, so the United States could not have réallypched that kind of initiative?

GE: No, I frankly don’t think they could’ve, andeiyS, Dirk Solomons and so on,
were very quick to recognize that and to beginubtpeir weight and muscle essentially
behind the Australian proposal. There’s a bitatkground, too, that needs to be
unobscured. The history of Australia’s involvememthis does go back really quite a
long way, but in particular what I'm thinking of & initiative that was taken by my
predecessor, Bill Hayden in 1984, which at the tieadly got right up the Asian noses.

It was a proposal basically to send Pol Pot ofirtanternational war crimes tribunal, and
to if not actually recognize SOC, at least to tryrtove the weight that way.

What I'm thinking of was Australia, back in Octab@&3, withdrew from co-
sponsorship of the Asian resolution on Cambodia 8t it was too one-sided, Korea
and Vietnam took insufficient account of Pol Pa&nocide, and so on, which made Asia
very displeased with us. Then in early '84, thees a sort of peace proposal put
forward by Australia, I've forgotten the detaileontent of it, it was variations on a
power-sharing model, but it also contained thisnelet of sending Pol Pot off to a war
crimes tribunal, which was not very practical, tleemow, but it was the sort of thing,
again, calculated to get up Asian noses. Noweretid things were patched up with the

Asians, but what needs to be brought into mintias this little exercise stood us in
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terrifically good standing with the Viethamese, @hd SOC, because we had this track
record of showing the new Labour government conmng power in '83, after a long
period of Conservative rule. The Conservativesanirse had been in government and
taken us into the Vietnam conflict, and so it waes itabour party’s government that had
taken us out of Vietham and had been very crin€ahvolvement. At the same time, our
basic relationships with the Asian countries weegy\strong, and after that little fissure
in '83-'84, it got patched up again. But it alsnged, that little exercise of ours, to
distance ourselves from the United States posititnich was fiercely hostile to Vietham
throughout—MIAs, POWs, all that stuff was stilhadiand well in this period. So all of
those things were pretty important in giving Aub&rghe kind of credentials to do this.
[It was] a good idea, right time, a country witte thight credentials to pursue this kind of
thing because of our access to credibility withtladl players at all the different levels
we’re talking about, except the Khmer Rouge, wendidave credentials with them. But
the whole point of the exercise was to put the KhRauge in the corner, from which
they couldn’t come out. And finally, pursuing ittiwthe energy and the detail that,
frankly, startled all sorts of people, includingre®hands-on involvement that | had.
Berry reminds me in a footnote here in his book thkes my mind back to the
extraordinary period. We worked for days on ehdias an eight-day drafting session
conducted basically in my ministerial office. Wenked with a team of officials for
eighteen-hour days, drafting this 154-page seffiegoking papers. We set a mission,
military and other, up to Cambodia to make a judgihoé what was operational. It was a
technical mission in Cambodia. So if you're tatkisbout civil administration, we were

working on a model for the UN. Whether it was gpin be a complete replacement
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model, or decapitation model, or just slice theaffpand remove those officials, or
whether it was to be a monitoring and supervisi@det—somebody had to know what
the hell was actually going on in terms of the ctuee of the government, and possibly
make some judgments with a military team about witaild be necessary to secure the
demobilization and disarmament of the armed for&s we thought through all of that,
plus we had another ten working on cost and liaisibin the UN on finally getting some
broad estimates. We had X number of personnelgdéisort of tasks, and it was just a
huge effort and | think anyone who looks back anhistory of the period, and goes back
to the documents, will be quite startled by thdesead intensity. The whole point of
that, of course, was to demonstrate that the thindd be done. If we had just lifted it to
the level of high conceptual involvement, and reghceptual framework stuff, an awful
lot of people would have said, “That’s very inténeg, but is it practical, is it workable?”
and would have just gone off arguing endlessly abdmistructures of the power-sharing
model and about whether genocide should be... efagguments still took place, they
were still showstoppers at the time, but the grouad shifted underneath, and what had

shifted was the perception that, hey, this is digta@able, this is affordable.

JK:  And you demonstrated that, you showed that.

GE: We demonstrated that, and I think that was labsyg our major contribution.
Again, everything that happened thereafter, weqaan ongoing role, we nagged and
stimulated and prodded, and we came up with siegls here and formally there, and

reconstruction models here, and something elsesamething else. We were pushing
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and poking all the way along, but the basic job Whas very first effort right at the

beginning.

JK:  You did a very thorough job, because you didhe research to base it on.

GE: Sure, it wasn't just top-of-the-head stuffisluite remarkable, | think, and you
know that was based on consultations at UN heatkgarOne of the things in
Costello’s original shuttle diplomacy was a longsen of a couple of days at the UN
headquarters with Rafi Ahmed and these sorts a$,gugt talking through what would

be involved in any UN exercise of this kind.

JK:  There were also consultations going on withline

GE: That was right at the beginning in the Jant@®yperiod before the Jakarta
meeting. So that's what | really want to emphadizat we began to be successful with
these kinds of things that just required so mamgthto come together. An idea by itself

is critical, but just by itself [it is not enough].

[End of Side 1, Beginning of Side 2 — start coustte®00 at beginning of Side 2]

JK:  Australia and you personally put in tremendaosunts of effort in preparing this

initiative. What were the interests of Australis?hat was driving you to try to resolve

this issue?
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GE: Number one, it was the major regional problarterms of dividing Asia from
Vietnam, and involving also, as I've already ddsed, the major regional players and the
superpowers in a highly divisive and potentiallytiouing destabilizing way. As a
country whose own security future is bound up it security of our own region to our
north, we had an immediate tie and security inteérelselping resolve it. So that was
problem number one, or motivation number one. ibn number two was, as part of
a larger exercise in regional engagement, | meastralia has lived for decades with the
perception of us being very much an outsider inrélggon, much reinforced by the racist
immigration policy which continued to the mid-‘68sd indeed, early ‘70s, by the time it
was formally knocked on the head. And of course,general perception of us as being
an acolyte first of Britain and then of the Unit8thtes, of being not a serious member of
the region. And we made the judgment, the govemnmeough the ‘80s, that

Australia’s future was wholly bound up not onlysacurity terms, but in economic terms
with the region, and that it was critical for usatstablish a status as an insider rather than
an outsider, as a player, participant, and partAsr| often used to say at the time, rather
than being like the urchin outside the tart shasenpressed against the window, looking
in from the outside. And | think that object, timadtivation, was achieved absolutely in
spades with the role that we played here, being ase really big, intricate force. |

can't remember which one of the endless swirlingtings in Jakarta this was at, it
might have been the original one in February '30f might have been one of the later
ones, but it was a real emotional turning pointause it was one of those situations

where there was a coffee break and the corridors swgarming during the break
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between sessions, and swarming people, and thergistea general ebb and flow of
humanity as these international conferences teihé td just pushed open the door of a
room, | thought it was something else, and | saasilk Asian foreign ministers in a
huddle around a coffee table, and | said, “I’'m gordidn’t mean to intrude on your
discussion.” And they all just looked up in a véigndly fashion and one of them said,
“Oh, come in here, you're one of us, we're all ba same side, we’re in this together.
Get a cup of coffee and come on in.” | thought thas exactly what I'd been hoping to
get out of it. The third thing is just obvioushet particular character of the Cambodian
issue is not just another diplomatic problem todsolved, but a problem of a peculiarly
horrifying kind. The Cambodian genocide remairst pne of the ugliest episodes of the
twentieth century. The sense of the West havimgeskesponsibility for it, not Australia,
but the West, it is amply documented in the Shasstmwok, which is one of my...
“Nixon, Kissinger, and the destruction of Cambadtie book called “Sideshow,” by
William Shawcross, is really the seminal accoutirik of how the whole Cambodian
tragedy needn’t have happened, could’'ve been adoitieras very moved personally by
that. | began by saying an hour or so ago thadhisited Cambodia as a student,
backpacking or cardboard-suitcasing my way to Eeitapd a bit in Phnom Pehn, and up
the middle of the country and I'd been very dedplyched by the country itself, by the
people, | found them gentle and delightful in thé@me. When the genocide happened
in the aftermath of that visit | made in ‘68, whitse genocide occurred soon after that |
was very deeply moved personally by that and | sapgelt something of a personal
mission or crusade to do something about it. & a&if my generation owed, had some

moral responsibility to fix things up. Had it beemr generation that had done the killing
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and participated in the war, we mightn’t have mémdedecision—that was the generation
before us—but certainly my generation had beerhapetcreating some of the havoc,
generating this unhappy chain of events, and Igueshad a responsibility to try and fix

it. So these are the three things that...

JK:  Was there domestic pressure within Australiitdo do something?

GE: Some, to the extent that it was an issue. nbtien that successive Australian
governments had been playing footsie with the KhRmuge, in particular in the context
of giving support to this quadripartite model, Hmbn generating quite a lot of media
attention, ...he was syndicated world wide.... tMaas certainly a motivation for me to
try and find a way out of the Cambodia impasse dichhot involve a role for the Khmer
Rouge in the government, which made all sorts n§se&ssentially diplomatically, but
just was a very hard sell with domestic constituemeverywhere. And this is one of the
things motivating Sollars to find a solution toghbecause he was passionately
antagonistic to the Khmer Rouge, hated the whaa @f the quadripartite model, and
was himself opposed to that. So that was a coragida. The whole story of Australian
diplomacy for the last ten years or so has beestthry of engagement with Asia and
repositioning ourselves and particularly with timel ®f the Cold War, and the need for
everyone to rethink the foundations of their seégiand economic future, who can be
relied upon to do what, and were you going to ballioself-sufficient, and the whole
move also towards regional relationships and regdiarchitecture. All this is happening

around the same time. The Asia forum, the secdrélpgue body which came along a
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couple of years later, was all a part of this répmsng process. All of that's going
backward at the moment because the Conservativagoent has been in power since
'96. One classic way of describing the differerxcthat the new Prime Minister is very
fond of saying that Australia does not have to gedoetween its history and its
geography; that we can work with both. The histirgultural relationships to kins,
identification with Europe and the United Statey] geography being the Asians. That's
his perspective, and my perspective is that yobhal@ to choose. The history is too
much white, patronizing and racist. The impressamnreality. So you’ve got to really
understand that's why | emphasize the regionalrggcand the ticket for Australia’s
engagement in dimensions of the Cambodian inigativhe way that | did, because
you've got to understand that in the context ofiiti®le repositioning of Australian

foreign policy that was going on at the same time.

JK: In terms of bringing the US along with yourtiative and an increased role for
the UN, how did that work, and was there a diffeeem the fact that George Bush had

become President in '89, and there was a changdministration in the US?

GE: Dirk Solomon was the key US player. Baker hader become very hands-on
involved. The difficult ones to bring along wehetFrench, particularly because they
just had so much historical baggage, and were sioasto... It was a combination of

reasons.



