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Q: How did you become interested in foreign affairs?

STEIGMAN: It was a gradual process, I suspect. It went back clearly to my high school
days because I picked my undergraduate university for its program in international affairs,
Princeton, at the Woodrow Wilson School. The interest clearly was there at the time I was
applying. I still remember reading the undergraduate catalog and being absolutely
fascinated by the courses they offered.

Q: Had you known anybody in the Foreign Service or any idea of what the diplomatic
service was about or anything like that?

STEIGMAN: No, the specific interest in the Foreign Service presumably came at
Princeton. It must have been somewhere then that I decided to take the exam.

Q: When did you go into Princeton? What years were you at Princeton?

STEIGMAN: 1950 to 1954. I applied for and took the Foreign Service exam during the
academic year 1954-55.

Q: So you were already into the foreign affairs apparatus with the Fulbright and all that.
What were you doing in the Fulbright in London?

STEIGMAN: I went up to London in the London School of Economics for a year
basically to start looking at Africa. I got interested in Africa, the one area in which
Princeton had no courses. I felt it was a gap. I had done course work on the Middle East. I
had done course work on the Far East and Europe. But I knew nothing about Africa, and
it was a period of great change in Africa, and I wanted to know something about it.

Q: Well, this was when that you were in London?
STEIGMAN: 1954-55.
Q: Really all of Africa was, at that point, still colonial and it really wasn't opening up.

STEIGMAN: It was clearly moving in that direction, though. It was only three years
before the early independence of Ghana and then of Guinea and then the whole series of
independences in 1960. There was clearly movement in that direction. With an eye, if you
will, to the Foreign Service, the appeal of Africa was that there was no established U.S.
policy. This was going to be tabula rasa. You looked anywhere else in the world, and
there were great constraints on U.S. policy. Latin America never interested me because it
always seemed to be just too much of an American chasse gardée. There were people
who had been serving there for years and then a mind set. The Far East, we had just gone
through the "who lost China" business, and again it seemed that any attempt to be creative
in policy in the Far East was going to be burdened by that.



Q: Here you are, a young grad student, talking about policy.

STEIGMAN: Well, to be part of something that was not completely locked in and had
some chance for movement, a chance for actually putting an imprint on what was going to
happen.

Q: What were you getting out of the London School of Economics about Africa at that
point?

STEIGMAN: The study of African government and society, the evolution of Africa
governments, varying colonial policies. I had almost no background in that. That was my
introductory background to the continent.

Q: What was the London School pushing did you feel?

STEIGMAN: To the extent that they were pushing anything, the woman I studied with,
Lucy Mair, was essentially telling us how good the British were in diminution, the
gradual transfer of power to Africans and careful preparation for independence. There
was somewhat lighter emphasis toward the other colonial powers, but I do remember to
this day the studies of how the legislative council increased the percentage of elected
members and the executive council gradually moved from appointed to elected members,
the very elaborate structure through which the British made the transition toward
independence. But it was a very planned process and the British are rightly proud of'it, |
suspect.

Q: Because you were going to serve also later as ambassador to a country that was
under French rule, did you have any feel for how the French were doing it?

STEIGMAN: Somewhat less. Inevitably LSE stressed the British. The French and others I
picked up more when I did additional graduate work after I got into the Foreign Service.

Q: How about the great disaster of all colonial transitions, the Belgian Congo and the
Belgian way? Did anybody even talk about it or say there was going to be a problem
there?

STEIGMAN: No, because the Belgians assumed in 1955 that independence would not
come practically in that century to the Belgian Congo. That was certainly the Belgian
assumption. In 1955 a Belgian professor proposed a 30-year transition plan of
independence for the Congo, and was hooted down as a dangerous radical. That would
have meant independence in 1985. The Belgian Congo was not looked at very much by
those who were pursuing the questions of transition to independence.

Q: So you really had your eye on Africa as something to do at a time when I don't think
many people were thinking about Africa at all. I know, I came into the Foreign Service in



1955, and it was only three years later that I started thinking about Africa. I never went
there, but this looked like a target of opportunity. It was only when I was in the system
and looking around for a place to go that all of a sudden Africa crossed my horizon.

STEIGMAN: I came into the Foreign Service with an eye on Africa clearly. I already had
the interest in Africa.

Q: This is, maybe, not unique but certainly this is not the way most of the people who
were involved in conservative foreign affairs were looking at things at that time.

STEIGMAN: Well, it was a very new discipline. Even in the academic community there
were really only two centers of African Studies in the U.S. at the time.

Q: Where were they?

STEIGMAN: Northwestern and Boston. As I said, as an undergraduate at Princeton, I had
no African courses to take. African courses didn't exist there, and you had to go and
scrounge if you wanted to do more studying in the African field. But by the time I got into
the Service, | was one of, I guess, two people in my entering class of '58 with a strong
interest in Africa. Oddly enough the other one kept asking to go to Africa. First he went
to London, then he went to Stockholm, then they sent him to Columbia to study North
Atlantic up there. So he said, "Well, it wasn't meant to be". He stopped asking for it. By
then he was a European specialist.

Q: How did you get into the Foreign Service actually?

STEIGMAN: I took the written exam in London in, I suspect, it was the spring of '55. 1
think then the exam was given in April. The records would no doubt tell when it was
done that year. I took the oral exam in January or February of 1956, by which time I had
already been drafted. I was in the military service. I'm still convinced that one of the
reasons I was treated kindly on the oral exam was that I turned up in uniform. I was in
basic training back then. I had to get a day's leave to go take the exam and showed up in
uniform which I think at least convinced the examiners that [ wasn't trying to duck the
draft by entering the Service.

Q: Did you get any African exposure in the service or anything that . . .

STEIGMAN: No, I was sent off to Germany for a year, which was fine. I got to see a
good deal of Europe.

Q: Yes. I served my time in Germany, too. Well, then you came into the Foreign Service
when?

STEIGMAN: In April, 1958.



Q: With your class, how would you characterize the people who were coming in at that
time?

STEIGMAN: We were a class of 25 white males. I had the impression that the classes
before and after us were very similar. In retrospect it seems quite incredible that there
were practically no women and no minorities at all and nobody really thought much about
it.

Q: I came in in July of '55. We were white males, and it didn't occur to me that there were
any gaps in this process.

STEIGMAN: But in retrospect it was clearly a remarkably unrepresentative service. I met
a couple of women junior officers who were not in my class. In fact, one of the ones who
came in about the same time was Roz Ridgway. So clearly some of the women officers
who came in at that time were incredibly good and presumably had to be to get through
this very, very tough filter. But we were 25 initially, one dropped out before the end of
training, so 24 ended up going on first assignments. The other odd thing, looking back,
was that all 24 who were assigned stayed in Washington, first assignments in the
Department.

Q: That was odd because that was not normally the pattern was it?

STEIGMAN: I think it tended to be about half-and-half in those days. It wasn't what it is
today in which everybody goes overseas. But most other classes at least some people
went overseas. From my class everybody after the, it was then, I think, 12-week
orientation and training, stayed in Washington.

Q: Wasn't that sort of a let-down?

STEIGMAN: I'm not sure it was, because as I recall, I think at the time we felt it was
probably not a bad idea to get a feel for the Department in a more familiar setting, that we
would be better equipped when we did go overseas.

Q: Oh, I'm sure it was.

STEIGMAN: I'm trying to remember, were we on probationary status at that time?
Q: Oh, I think there . . .

STEIGMAN: No, we weren't in a formal sense. We had reserve appointments initially,
but that was simply an interim measure until they could get the confirmations from the
Senate. But there was no probationary status, there was no tenure process, so the
Department didn't need to make the same kind of judgment that it needs to make today
with probationary status. So there was no hurry to get us overseas. The other bizarre



thing, of course, was that we all got consular training as part of the 12-week training even
though nobody went overseas to use it.

Q: Yes. Particularly you need that and you pretty well better use it right away or else it's
very easily forgettable.

STEIGMAN: As I discovered when I went overseas two years later as an economic
officer, supposedly, but arrived at my first post and discovered that the consular officer
had just been selected out and I was told that [ was going to have to fill in as consular
officer my first two and a half months. And I said, "Whoops!" I had to review the stuff
because I hadn't expected to need it. I had to re-read the manuals.

Q: One other thing about the class that came in just to get a picture of the time, can you
describe what was your impression of the motivation of the interests of your group?

STEIGMAN: The impression that I had was that the people who were coming in at that
time were there because they thought it was a worthwhile thing to do, that it was an
interesting career. They certainly viewed it as a career coming in, not just as a job. It was
something that they looked forward to doing for the rest of their lives, the bulk at least,
their working profession. And they seemed to have a sense that working on American
foreign policy was important and worthwhile. We had at least one who had a law degree
and left a law practice to come in. I think we had, in fact, two lawyers. I'm sure of one.
The average age probably was 28 or 29. I was just under 25. I was the second youngest in
the class.

Q: I think one other thing that you didn't mention but I assume is probably true that the
great majority had had military service of one kind or another, hadn't they?

STEIGMAN: Probably over half. In fact, the youngest member of the class is now the
Staff Director of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Gerry Christianson.

Q: Before we leave this, could you do a little contrasting? You're teaching here at
Georgetown in the School of Foreign Service, and you're seeing people who are going
into the Foreign Service. Outside of the fact that it's no longer all white male, can you see
any other dissimilarities between those that are going in regarding outlook and all?

STEIGMAN: It's funny. They start, I think, looking at the Foreign Service with the same
kinds of assumptions that we held 30 years ago--and that it's something exciting, it's
something worthwhile and you want to be part of the foreign policy process. I have to
question them a little bit since the Service has changed to make sure that they understand
that what they are going into may not turn out to be a life-long career. It's not the same
degree of loyalty from the top down as there was.

As aresult, I think that a number of them wind up taking it not with the idea that they're
going to be in it for the rest of their working lives, but they're going to test it. Job mobility



is much greater today than it was 30 years ago, the willingness to change jobs, a sense of
risk-taking is present, I think, to a greater degree, possibly because there are also more
women now. Some women are not sure if they want to do lifetime careers, whether they
want to have a career for a few years and then have a more traditional wife and mother
role. They haven't really sorted out their own priorities yet, and even for the men,
recognizing what they're going to have to deal with if they want to get married to women
who may wish to pursue careers on their own. The Foreign Service may be incompatible
with that. All kinds of different motivations are applied.

The kids going in, I must say, are at least as bright as we were, and I think as I consider
my own class I suspect they're brighter. They're better prepared today particularly because
you are drawing on a larger group through a more competitive process. When you were
only drawing on white males, you had to go a little bit deeper to get the same number of
people. Now that you are going after qualified minorities and especially the large number
of women, you can just take the cream off the top in all categories.

Q: Your first position in State was in INR. Was that dealing with Africa at all?

STEIGMAN: Yes. That was North Africa which at that point was considered, of course,
part of Africa. Both in INR and in the Bureau, everything on the continent except Egypt
belonged to Africa. I had indicated that I wanted to work on Africa and got the job at
INR. It's interesting because my name was sent over to INR for vetting, and I actually got
an interview at INR before I got the job which was a rather different procedure.

Q: Yes. The Service is not much larger actually than it was then, but I think there was a
little more care taken.

STEIGMAN: Well, yes, more care taken . . .
Q: More family.

STEIGMAN: More family, but also more opportunity, if you will, to discriminate because
it was done on the basis of personal likes and dislikes. I mean, that still exists certainly.
It's a lot easier to get a good job if you can find somebody who likes you and who is in a
position to influence the decision because the Bureau still has a great deal of weight in
job choices. But you do have a central system that tries to look after the people who don't
have mentors, that tries to even the odds out a little bit, at least, and that didn't really exist
in those days. Personnel was totally decentralized.

Q: What was your impression of INR? What was the role of INR when you were dealing
with them?

STEIGMAN: INR was doing much more basic research than it has done in recent years
and a lot of its resources went in to producing the old National Intelligence Survey. I must
have spent two-thirds of my work time that two years at INR writing NIS chapters.



Q: Would you describe what an NIS is?

STEIGMAN: The National Intelligence Surveys were essentially encyclopedias. There
was one for each country. It was possible to have up to about 60 chapters in each INS
though they were not all written for every country. But there were chapters on the
economy and on the political system and on the court system and on the social structure. |
was doing political system and social structure chapters on the North African countries. I
did four or five of these things over two years. They were massive productions. While
you worked on them, if something came up you were pulled off and did current
intelligence as well as the basic research. The basic research was really terribly academic
in nature. Finally, the responsibility for the NIS production was shipped out to Central
Intelligence entirely. Chapters were written originally in different places, Defense did the
military ones, the CIA did some and we did some. But finally it was all consolidated
under the CIA and INR went back to being a current intelligence support activity which
is, I think, much more appropriate.

But the current intelligence opportunity was fascinating because a lot was happening in
North Africa--this is 1958-60--including the fun of writing the first intelligence pieces on
the consequences for Libya discovering oil in 1959.

Q: Yes. We'll come back to Libya, but let's move to your assignment to Leopoldville. You
were there from 1960 to '62. You couldn't have asked for a better time to go to a country
or a worse time to go to a country. Could you describe when you arrived what the
situation was at the time?

STEIGMAN: When we arrived there, the situation was very peaceful. It was the Belgian
Congo.

Q: You arrived when?

STEIGMAN: We arrived in March of '60, three and a half months before independence.
There was a certain amount of what the Belgians might call effervescence because
everybody was anticipating independence. There was great excitement in the anticipation
of independence. New political coalitions were forming and reforming in a very, very
inexperienced and unstructured body politic, and it was great fun trying to keep up with
it. I mean, we were working our heads off, and we still had a very small, understaffed
consulate general.

Q: It was a consulate general when you arrived?

STEIGMAN: Yes, facing a transition to independence it had one political officer; one
economic officer, me; one consular officer, also me for the first couple of months, so I
overlapped the economic officer I was replacing for about a month; one CIA officer; an
administrative officer and a GSO.



Q: And a consul general.
STEIGMAN: A consul general.
Q: Who was the consul general at the time?

STEIGMAN: Tommy Tomlinson was the consul general. Jerry LeValle was the number
two and the political officer. Jerry was very good and knew everybody. He knew a lot of
the Congolese.

Q: I was wondering, was it difficult to meet the Congolese at that point?

STEIGMAN: No, Jerry knew a lot of them. He had very good relations with a number of
them.

Q: But there was any way to get a hold of them? I don't mean get a hold of them, but
since the Belgians had sort of excluded them so much from leadership positions . . .

STEIGMAN: At the point we got there, of course, they were preparing for leadership and
leadership transition. A lot of them very much wanted to talk to the Americans. They
were very inexperienced. They really didn't know what they were dealing with or how
they were going to cope, and they were coming around looking for advice and counsel.
The Belgians obviously were going to be the main source, but some of these guys didn't
trust the Belgians and wanted to talk to other people. So a number of them had started to
talk to the Americans. Both Jerry and the CIA guy, we had them make contacts. They
were the two people, really, working in the political field and were starting to meet people
and talk to them and get a feel for them.

Q: How about the Belgians? Were they sort of being the dog in the manger at the time?

STEIGMAN: Oh, no. The Belgian gamble was to give the Congolese their independence
before they were ready for it on the assumption that the Congolese would then be totally
dependent on the Belgians and the Belgians would stay and run things from behind the
scenes.

Q: This was open talk?

STEIGMAN: Oh, yes. The Congolese were clearly unprepared. The Belgians had done
nothing for generations to prepare them. They had trained only a handful beyond the high
school level. They essentially were training clerks and locomotive drivers on the
assumption the Belgians would continue to run things. They figured, "Okay, we'll make
the clerks office directors and ministers, and the locomotive drivers will become the
presidents of the corporations, but obviously they won't know what to do so their Belgium

10



counselors behind the scenes will continue to make all the decisions." It might have
worked if they had been not quite so heavy handed with the military.

Q: What were you all doing? Were you going around and saying, "This is a hell of a way
to run a railroad!" and telling people this? or just saying this isn't our business so we'll
just report on what's happening.

STEIGMAN: On my level, we were just reporting. I was so busy running the consular
section and trying to do economic reporting on what was happening, to fix the position of
exchange controls and the risks of capital, the way the Belgians were behaving, what was
happening to--you know, we had all these periodic mineral reports and agricultural. Since
I was doing two jobs, I was just totally occupied with that. I mean, I would wind up going
over trade figures at night and reading the consular manuals at night to try to solve
problems, plus trying to move into a house and trying to get our household goods in. It
was a very busy two or three months. I'm really not sure what line was being taken by the
consul general and Jerry when they talked with the Congolese.

Q: Well, let's come to when independence came. What were you doing?
STEIGMAN: Well, independence came very peacefully.
Q: It was which day?

STEIGMAN: June 30th. There were big ceremonies, delegations from abroad, we had a
major delegation with our ambassador-to-be and a couple of other senior representatives,
and the Belgians orchestrated it pretty well. The transportation worked. Lumumba, then
who was the new prime minister, made a rather sour speech which insulted King
Baudouin. He was establishing his nationalist credentials. Apart from that, it all went off
fairly well and everybody congratulated themselves that they seemed to have passed the
moment of independence, the flags had changed and the Belgians were saying, "Aha!
Okay. You know the surface appearances have changed, now we can go back to business
as usual."

It might have worked if the guy who ran the military, the Force Publique, General Jassens
had not been so heavy-handed. Had he made a couple of quick promotions of Congolese
sergeants to be junior officers and give them quick responsibilities in visible leadership
positions with a Belgium advisor, they might have gotten away with it for a little while.
Janssens has said in a meeting with the troops and sergeants apparently something about
the fact that, look, they're not going to have any Congolese, it's going to be a slow
transition, the Belgians are going to continue to run this, this is a military operation, by
God, and it can't be done the sloppy way the civilians are doing it, which triggered
mutiny. And since there were a lot more Congolese than there were Belgians, that was the
end of the one force that was able to maintain order and all uncertainty rushed to the
surface. The place essentially came apart, and the Belgians panicked. The troops
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rampaged on a couple of military bases, people gotten beaten up, several women were
raped, very few deaths. It was mostly, I think, a repaying of past humiliations.

The Congolese had always been treated as very much inferior beings, and one suspects
that the people who were beaten, raped, abused, were those who probably had used a
certain amount of abuse on the Congolese in the past, and that those, in fact, who had
treated the Congolese well in the past probably were not hurt. The stories were wildly
exaggerated in the telling. The numbers of people who had been assaulted, who had been
killed had been magnified, and there was general panic. Most of the Belgians fled the
country.

The Belgians then sent troops in to try to restore order to try and protect their nationals,
stirring a real anti-Belgian feeling because here we are independent, our sovereignty is
being abused, we're being invaded. There was a call for UN intervention by the
Congolese; they called for a UN force. We were there when history was being made.

Q: What were you doing during this period of time?

STEIGMAN: At that point, the consular section, fortunately, was out of my hands and the
consular officer had turned up around the beginning of June.

Q: There must have been a terrible demand on the consular officer for Americans trying
to get out.

STEIGMAN: No, there were hardly any Americans then. There were almost no American
citizens. The Belgians just wanted to go home. There was no time to do any immigrant
visa business. People were just fleeing and if they had to do any visa business they were
going to have to go elsewhere. So the consular section, in fact, was not terribly busy.
What the consular officer did, in fact, was try to manage the emergency evacuation effort
because there was very little immediate demand from Americans in the capital. But I
guess what we were doing more than anything else was trying to figure out what was
going on. We were all trying to sort out rumors.

Q: Let's try now to reconstruct where we were. What were you doing at the time?

STEIGMAN: We were pretty much running around trying to find out what was going on.
Once the Force Publique had mutinied, the question was what remained in the way of
government structures, and we were really trying to find out who was in charge, how
much control they had, how were the factions forming and reforming. We had people
running in and out of the embassy. We had a group of very inexperience Congolese
ministers. We didn't know whether the ministries were functioning or not. We didn't
know with whom we could deal on questions of anything -- everything ranging from
security to possible economic assistance. A large part of our problem was just trying to
track down the people who were in charge. The place had come apart before they could
put an organizational structure into place, and it was a very confusing atmosphere in
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which to operate. We were also very busily engaged going back and forth with Lumumba.
He first asked for U.S. forces, then when we said no, he asked for U.N. forces. At one
point he asked the Russians for help, and we were trying to keep track of it, trying to
influence decisions. The whole story is told in Madeline Kalb's book, The Congo Cables.

Q: What sort of support were you getting? Speaking of the Congo cables, these were
cables between our mission in Leopoldville and Washington. What instructions was
Washington giving you at the time? Were you just playing it by ear?

STEIGMAN: I must say, most of what I remember of this comes from having reread
Madeline Kalb's book a few years ago, but not recently enough to be able to give you the
details. I really think the book is going to be a much better source on it than my
recollection at this point in terms of the substance.

Q: Okay. Now I want to touch more on what you were doing. Did you feel under any
threat yourself? Was it a dangerous time for you and your family?

STEIGMAN: The first couple of weeks we were really not sure how the Congolese
military were going to behave. Initially, a day or two after the mutiny, we were advised by
the embassy not to leave our homes. The Force Publique had set up roadblocks, and we
weren't really sure what instructions they had been given. Then the embassy got word that
Lumumba was going to make an inflammatory speech over the radio at noon, and the
network called everybody and said, "Okay, form up into convoys. Everybody come down
to the embassy as a safe haven in case we need to get out." Nobody was quite sure, and
Lumumba was considered quite unpredictable. Nobody was quite sure what he was going
to do or whether he was going to call on the Congolese to throw out all the foreigners. He
didn't. So we set up convoys and went down and worked our way through a series of
roadblocks, and all grouped at the embassy. The Lumumba speech was not sufficiently
inflammatory to put us in any danger, but we still weren't sure. We weren't sure how they
were going to look at the Americans.

As it turned out, the Congolese man in the street and most of the troops looked at the
Americans as friends. We were next door to the Portuguese Embassy, and the Portuguese
were considered terrible colonialists. One time they came and there was a hostile
demonstration at the Portuguese Embassy with a certain amount of rock throwing. Then
they started marching, and we were right next door, and we didn't know whether we were
going to get rocked. They pulled up in front and they gave us three cheers, and then they
went on to stone the British Embassy. But we didn't know. As the crowd came by, we
really were not sure what their reaction was going to be.

Q: Let's get a little idea of how now all of a sudden you're no longer a consulate general,
you're an embassy. Were any more people sent in to help you?
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STEIGMAN: Oh, yes. We got tons of people at that point. We got two political officers.
We got Army, Navy and Air Force attachés. We got additional CIA personnel. We got
additional administrative help. The staff suddenly tripled.

Q: But all of them were obviously unfamiliar with the situation there.

STEIGMAN: Yes, but on the other hand, the old hands, for the most part, who had been
there, like me, had been there for two months. So we weren't exactly in-depth experts. We
were all learning very quickly. This was a brand-new ball game.

Q: Who was your ambassador at the time?
STEIGMAN: Clare Timberlake came out as the ambassador.

Q: How did you operate? I'm speaking now about the officers. Did you all get together in
the morning and say, "Tell me, what the hell is happening here,” and sort of share
information and then fan out, or what would you do?

STEIGMAN: The first ten days after the mutiny when we were all assembled in the
embassy, we slept in the embassy. Families were all evacuated. Women employees were
offered the option of evacuating if they wished to. We only had, I think, two secretaries
who were evacuated. Essentially it was entirely voluntary; it was not an ordered
evacuation. My wife stayed. The consular officer, who was a woman, stayed.

Q: Who was she?

STEIGMAN: Alison Palmer. I think there was one woman working with the CIA who
stayed. But otherwise it was essentially an all-male group, and we just lived in the
embassy for the first couple of weeks. At that point, we had our staff meetings around
midnight or whenever we finished for the day. Anytime between 10:00 p.m. and 1:00
a.m., we would all gather in the ambassador's office, and we would all have a drink and
we would all talk over what had happened during the day and what was likely to happen
tomorrow so that when we got up we knew what we were going to start with, we knew
what rumors we had to track down, who we needed to talk to. People reported on which
journalists they had met with during the day and what stories the journalists had come in
with.

We were working very closely with the American press. There were some top reporters
that had come out there, and they were, in effect, almost extra political officers for the
embassy because we were very open with them. They would bring us the stories that they
picked up, and we would tell them whether or not we had information that could confirm
or if we had totally contradictory information so that their reporting would be as accurate
as possible.
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Q: I have to say that I was in Washington and was in INR dealing with African affairs.
Although I had the Horn of Africa, obviously the Belgian Congo was number one on our
list. Most of the reports that we were looking at because they came faster were the news
reports. These seemed to be rather wild at the time talking about armies moving through
the jungle and all that. It was a peculiar time. To get an idea of how a brand new
embassy works in a crisis, what would you do? I mean, you say you go out and track
down rumors. How does one as a Foreign Service officer go out and track down a
rumor?

STEIGMAN: We would do the same kinds of things that the press people would do. We
would drop in on different ministries, drop in on different offices, make phone calls, we
would check with the journalists to see what they were picking up, check whatever
sources we could reach. I'd say the big problem in those days for all of us, the journalists
and the embassy alike, was we weren't sure who was where. We also had a number of
people who would drop in to see us. There would be a rumor, for example, that Lumumba
had ordered the arrest of the Foreign Minister. We would try to find out. We would start
calling people who might be in a position to know. We got the final answer when the
Foreign Minister showed up at the embassy and went up and took refuge in the
ambassador's office, then there was an arrest order out on him. That's how we found out
for sure. That was the absolute confirmation.

Q: You saw a whole bunch of people from the press. At that time, it was mostly the
written press rather than the TV press. Again, coming into an unfamiliar place, and the
word there going out was of paramount importance to how the world would view this. As
I say, at INR we were responding probably more to press reports at that time because
they were coming first. But how did you evaluate their reporting? How good were they?

STEIGMAN: The top American reporters who were there at different times, people like
Lloyd Garrison, Paul Hoffman, later David Halberstam, Jonathan Randal, were among
the best foreign correspondents in the business. They tried very hard to be sure that their
reports were accurate and were well documented. We didn't read their stuff, but we talked
to them and had a sense from talking to them what they were going to report. All I can say
is that from that side of the experience, we had the impression they were trying to be very
careful to sift out the wild rumor and the exaggerated story and to keep it out of their
accounts.

Q: How about some of the other reporters? These, of course, were the main reporters and
the main ones that were read by policy makers.

STEIGMAN: Yes. I mean, the New York Times people, the International Herald Tribune
people, the people from the major news services, I'd say they tried to be very responsible.
It was, however, as you've also noted, extremely difficult to sort out the facts, and these
guys were working on deadlines. We had the luxury that we did not have to get a report in
by 2:00 in order to get it into the morning paper. We could wait until 6:00 if that extra
four hours helped us confirm something. So you might very well have seen something

15



first in the newspaper because it was still uncertain, and they would have to send in
something that said, "It has been alleged that . . ." or "It has been reported that . . ." or
"There is an unconfirmed account of . . ." We would try to hold it until we could confirm
it one way or another.

Q: Did we have a particular line or policy that we were doing, or was it just trying to
keep . . .

STEIGMAN: To keep the Russians out. It was a very Cold War policy. Lumumba was
not necessarily considered to be a Communist or anything, but he was considered to be
very unstable, and nobody was really quite sure what he was going to do, and the big
thing that one wanted to avoid was to have him create an opening for the Russians. The
U.S. was not prepared to bring in its own forces, but the UN force was seen as a way of
providing stability and precluding Russian intrusion.

Q: We felt this was a very serious possibility at the time?
STEIGMAN: Oh, yes. This was very much a Cold War approach in Washington. It shines

through The Congo Cables; it shines through other books that have been written about
Kennedy policy in Africa in that era.

Q: After the situation sort of settled down, if you could call it that, I mean it's a turbulent
time, what were you doing for the remainder of the time that you were there until '62?

STEIGMAN: Once the UN force had come in and there had been at least a restoration of
law and order, there was still constant political turmoil. I went back and forth. I was not
only an economic officer. When I went out there to a consulate general, I would have
been the economic officer but in a junior position, but with an embassy, a more senior
economic officer was brought in, an economic counselor and a mid-level officer. So I
became the number three in a three-man section. Because there were three economic
officers in a very uncertain economy, I tended to be a float. I spent a lot of time doing
political reporting plus some economic work. So I did a fascinating mixture of things. I
wound up the principal political section contact with several of the Belgians who had
remained on as counselors. One at the presidency and one at the foreign ministry became
good friends, and they were invaluable sources, and I used to see them on a regular basis
and feed their information into political calculus.

Q: How did we view, again at the time, the situation when Lumumba was killed and all?
Was this a good thing from the embassy point of view?

STEIGMAN: The embassy's response, I think, was a sense of great relief. Lumumba was
looked on by the embassy as a loose cannon on the deck, as the one man who could rally
serious opposition to the relatively moderate government that we wanted to see installed.
At the time Lumumba was killed, there was an interim government in place which we had
been supporting. It was a few months before the summit which produced the Adoula
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government, but clearly as long as Lumumba was alive, he was the logical man around
whom a number of Congolese would be likely to rally. With Lumumba out of the way,
there was no clear successor, and it made the situation easier, if you will, to manipulate.
So I think the removal of Lumumba, whom we did not trust, was regarded as essentially a
helpful thing.

Q: How about our feeling toward the separatist movements that were developing in the
Congo? Did we have a strong feeling about that?

STEIGMAN: We were consistently opposed to the Katanga and Kasai separatists. Those
were the two movements at the time, and our policy was consistent in opposition to
Tshombe in Katanga and to Kalonji in Kasai particularly once the UN force was in place.
It took us a little while and it took the UN a little while to really exercise their mandate
strongly enough to end the secessions.

Q: Is there anything else you'd like to cover here, or should we move on?

STEIGMAN: I think we might move on. As I say, in terms of the political atmosphere at
the time, I found Madeline Kalb to be an excellent source for anyone who wants to get a
sense of how the embassy was responding. Since she has gone back through the
documents, she's going to be much more accurate than anybody whose memory is 30-
years cloudy.

Q: Well, sometimes we're trying to get some of the atmospherics which . . .

STEIGMAN: Yes, but she has a lot of that, interestingly because she also did a great deal
of interviewing, but her interviewing was aided by the fact that she had just read all the
documents and could come back with much more specific points.

Q: Then we move to your next assignment, which was Benghazi in Libya. Now what was
the situation because the capitals of Libya, particularly in those days, were rather
obscure. Things moved back and forth there.

STEIGMAN: Constitutionally Libya had two capitals, Tripoli and Benghazi, and the
government was supposed to shift back and forth at two-year intervals. King Idris had
created a third capital at Baida up in the Jebel Akhdar, the Cyrenaican hills, which was
originally called the "Summer Capital." But it was his favorite place because it was his
homeland. He began shifting some of the government functions up to Baida which
became de facto the alternate capital rather than Benghazi. So about 1964, when we left,
the government functions were pretty much split between Baida and Benghazi. In fact, the
U.S. recognized the de facto situation by downgrading the embassy office in Benghazi to
a consulate and creating an embassy office in Baida.

Q: Well, what were you doing then?
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STEIGMAN: I went out to Benghazi which, at the time, was the capital. It was the
principal embassy office with the ambassador in residence when I arrived. I went out as
economic officer in Benghazi. I was originally assigned to Tripoli. It was supposed to be
sort of a reward after the Congo. It was a fairly modern place with good facilities, a big
air base, a commissary, a PX and all the rest. But the senior economic officer who was
supposed to stay and be with the embassy in Benghazi decided that he really wanted to be
in Tripoli. That's where the oil headquarters were and that's where he ought to be. So my
assignment got flip-flopped and suddenly it became Benghazi which was not nearly the
same kind of reward because it's really a backwater. But it was a quiet place. It turned out
professionally to be useful because when the post was downgraded to a consulate, most of
the embassy staff moved off to Tripoli, and I wound up as principal officer. So I was
economic officer for one year and principal officer for one year.

Q: So what were your principal responsibilities?

STEIGMAN: As economic officer the principal job was really keeping track of the
developing oil industry. We got out there in 1962; Libya had pumped its first oil the year
before. The major discoveries in Zelten had come in 1959. They were just starting to
pump, and we were trying to get some reasonable projections for the future growth of oil
exports, how much oil was Libya going to be able to pump, what would this mean to the
international oil market, what would it mean for Libya's own economy. The senior
economic officer in Tripoli was getting official projections from the oil company officials
with whom he played golf.

Whenever [ went out in the fields or went down to the ports and talked to the guys on the
rigs or who were setting up the pumping stations, I always came up with different
numbers, much more optimistic numbers. The senior officials would tell the senior
economic officer in Tripoli that they were going to double production in the next three
years, and I would go down to the port and they were building separators capable of
handling ten times the production. It was obvious that he was getting low figures. So |
kept working out different figures, and it was very useful because the information I was
getting out of the working level turned out to be much more accurate.

Q: Was there any reason for giving low figures?

STEIGMAN: I think they were just being terribly cautious. Maybe they were afraid their
figures would get back to the Libyan government which would expect greater revenues
from them. I don't know what their motivation was because these were people I didn't
meet, he did. All I knew was that [ was getting straight stories from guys in the field who
didn't have political concerns and were just telling what they were building. It was a
fascinating process. Other than that there was a limited amount of commercial-type work,
market surveys, contacts and the like.

Q: How about the contacts with the Libyans?
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STEIGMAN: They were pretty limited. I must say, after being in the Congo where the
people were really great fun--there weren't that many highly educated Congolese, but the
Congolese we knew were alive at least--we found the Libyans to be a very introverted
group. One limitation was, of course, I didn't speak Arabic. I learned enough to get
directions, but that was about the limit. But most of the Libyans we met we found
generally a less interesting group with few exceptions--an opposition parliamentarian, a
couple of business people. They had very little sense of humor, took themselves very
seriously, not our cup of tea.

Q: To move on, you came back to Washington in 1964, and you spent five years there in a
very interesting position. Could you tell me what your assignments were there and then
we'll talk about some of them?

STEIGMAN: All right. Two years in the Bureau of African Affairs in a newly created
position, really. It was the Office of Inter-African Affairs. I was the first OAU desk
officer. The Organization of African Unity had been created in 1963, and the Bureau
decided they wanted somebody to spend a little time figuring out what it was about, what
it was going to do and to keep track of it. So I did the first basic study of the OAU, a
piece for publication. In fact, it was in the "Background Note Series." It was not on a
country, it was on an organization. I tried to track what the OAU was up to. Since this
was Inter-African Affairs, we did a little bit of everything. We did all the primary studies,
for example, on Rhodesian UDI (Unilateral Declaration of Independence) in 1965. Our
office was tasked with looking at the consequences in southern Africa and what it would
be. I remember spending Thanksgiving weekend cramming papers on UDI. So it was a
very varied sort of assignment.

Q: Did you feel sort of the initial enthusiasm over the independence of Africa which came
out particularly when Kennedy came into power and all? [ mean, this was a rather
exciting period of time. This had begin to die down, hadn't it? And sort of the realities
and the problems of Africa began.

STEIGMAN: Yes, there was a fading. It's interesting because I think people looked on the
OAU possibly as a way for Africa to deal with some of its own problems. I think that's
why there was a new concentration on the organization and interest in studying it more
closely and watching its evolution. We were always looking for new signs of hope.

Q: To get some of the spirit, we were really hoping for things to work out there. Had the
concern about the Soviet menace given way to a feel for this is a new area of putting
things together and it's in our interest to see solid developments or were we still really
concerned with the Soviet problem?

STEIGMAN: I think you had what you've had ever since in dealing with Africa, the
debate between the globalists and the regionalists, people who said, "You've got to look at
Africa as an area with problems that need to be dealt with as African problems. You've
got to concentrate on development. Forget about the Soviets. They're not going to make
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much difference in Africa." Then you have the globalists who said, "There is no area of
the world that is insulated from the U.S.-Soviet competition. You've got to look at Africa
as another arena in which we are locked in mortal combat with the evil foe of
Communism." These are extreme positions. There's always been this tension, and policy
has always been the result of a pulling and hauling between these two groups. So you
always have something in between. You always have some attention to the U.S.-Soviet
competition, and you always have a great deal of concern for the legitimate development
of Africa in and of itself.

We have gone back and forth between the two poles over the years. Certainly in the early
Kennedy years we were being very much the Cold Warrior. There was the Kennedy
enthusiasm that, "We've got to help these newly independent countries in the best
American tradition," but underlying it in the Kennedy years certainly was the sense that
one of the reasons why we have to do it is because we've got to keep the Russians out.
And you've always had the mix, and it's not been a Democratic-Republican split, it's been
partly circumstance. But you're right, by the mid-'60s some of the initial idealism, idealist
surge--the feeling that Soapy Williams certainly represented, if you will, that we've got to
help Africa for its own sake--had begun to fade. But from the beginning, other people in
the Kennedy entourage were more globalist. [Telephone Interruption] But as I say, I think
we were still looking for signs of hope. We still wanted to be idealistic to the extent that
we could.

Q: Well, what was your attitude towards Africa? Where did you fall?

STEIGMAN: I was still fascinated by Africa. I guess I probably fell somewhere in the
middle. I wasn't yet at the level where I was thinking as globally as one should. I was
dealing with problems as they came. But I still remember during that period getting a
sense of how important Africa might or might not be when there was a coup in Dahomey,
the first or second or third coup in Dahomey which was suffering coups. And I bumped
into a friend who was at the time the Secretary of State's staff assistant. We were all
excited about the coup in Dahomey, and I said, "What did the Secretary think about the
coup in Dahomey?"

And the answer was, "He took note of it." Clearly for the Secretary of State, the second or
third coup in Dahomey was not going to be more than a blip on his radar screen even for
a secretary like Dean Rusk who read voluminously. I mean, he would have taken note of
it because he read an enormous amount and tried to keep informed about what was going
on, but it was not going to really occupy his attention for very long. He was not going to
have to do anything about it. There were other problems which were clearly much more
important for him.

: Why don't we move now to when you actually came up to . . .
'y Yy Yy p

STEIGMAN: In '66 I moved to be staff assistant to the Secretary. Dean Rusk had a very
small staff. He essentially had retained the habits of the military staff officer, and he had a
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special assistant and a staff assistant who screened all the paper for him, paper going in
and paper going out. Our job was to know what he was interested in, what he was
working on, what decisions he had to take as an indication of his interests, make sure he
saw what he needed to know and was spared what he didn't need. It was a fascinating
overview of the foreign policy process, a sense of the way the foreign policy priorities
look from the perspective of the Secretary of State.

Q: This is '66 to '69 and certainly a period where Vietnam was very much on--was this
sort of our of your hands. I mean, was that dealt with elsewhere, or did you get involved
with the Vietnam process?

STEIGMAN: It's interesting. We got involved in everything in a sense that we moved
material on every subject to and from the Secretary. The first thing that was on top of his
stack every morning was the intelligence summary dealing with Vietnam, and the things
he always wanted to see was what were the bombing missions that had been carried out,
what were the casualties, what was the general military situation. He followed it very,
very closely. He had been a military staff officer, and I think that was part of the reason
he was interested in following the military detail. But we were not involved in the policy
sense in anything that went on. We were conduits. He did not use his immediate staff to
help shape policy in any way. He dealt directly with the assistant secretaries unlike other
secretaries of state who have tended to work with a very small immediate staff in making
policy decisions. We were really just the channels. We really provided a truly staff rather
than line function.

Q: Well, could you give an idea, again purely from your viewpoint, of the type of person,
as you saw him, what Dean Rusk was like? I'm speaking both personally and as a
working man.

STEIGMAN: He was a workaholic, for one thing. This was a man who worked 70 or 80
hours a week, who was probably the best informed Secretary of State in terms of the
volume of material he devoured on what was going on in the world, a remarkable stylist,
great craftsman of the English language, a man who at 11:00 at night could sit in a hotel
room overseas, or usually in the guest room of an ambassadorial residence, and dictate an
absolutely flawless telegram to the President on major discussions that he had during the
day with other world leaders, which simply came out of his mind in complete paragraphs
that he never had to look at or re-edit, that we could send off after he had gone off to bed
and we 