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“Regardless of if my husband was handsome or not, 

I did not feel happy because the marriage 
 was not arranged by my parents.” 

- Civil Party Preap Sokhoeun 
I. OVERVIEW  

 
This week the Trial Chamber concluded the segment on the regulation of marriage and began 
hearing witnesses on the nature of armed conflict.  The final Civil Party, Ms. Preap Sokhoeun 
concluded her testimony related to marriage and the court then held the fifth set of victim impact 
hearings.1 Three Civil Parties gave statements of harm suffered under the regime specifically 
related to their marriages during the hearings, which concluded on Tuesday. Unlike previous 
victim impact hearings which took place over two days, the Trial Chamber decided to hold the 
victim impact hearings related to marriage over one day due to the large proportion of Civil 
Parties heard on this subject already.2   After they concluded, Witness Mr. Chuon Thi, requested 
by the Khieu Samphan Defense Team, began his one and a half days of testimony related to 
the nature of armed conflict.  Considerable time as spent at the beginning of Chuon Thi’s 
testimony trying to establish whether his name needed to be suppressed or not, as he is part of 
the investigation in Case 003.  Ultimately it was decided he could testify openly.  Finally on 
Thursday Witness Sao Mang testified about the nature of armed conflict and his own role in 
Mondulkiri’s Sector 105.   
 
II. SUMMARY OF VICTIM IMPACT HEARINGS      

 
This week the Trial Chamber heard from three Civil Parties on the suffering they experienced as 
a result of marriages that took place during the DK regime.  First to testify was 67 year old Mr. 
Kol Naem, from Prey Kabas District, Takeo Province, who testified about the pain he suffers at 
not being able to have children.3  Second to testify was Ms. Nget Chat from Bakan District, 
Pursat Province. She remarried under the DK regime after her husband, who was ethnic Khmer 
Krom, was killed.4  The final Civil Party to testify was 61 year old Ms. Soy Naroeun from 
Chamkar Leu District, Kampong Cham Province, who testified both about her arranged 
marriage and the death of her newborn child.5  All Civil Parties were first questioned by the Civil 
Party lawyers for half an hour, followed by the OCP and each Defense Team. 
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A. Testimony about Marriage 
 
All three Civil Parties testified in detail about the circumstances of their marriages during the DK 
regime: their consent to the marriage, their feelings toward their new spouse and their memory 
of the ceremonies themselves. 
 

1. Arrangement of the Matches 
 
All three Civil Parties recalled having very little notice prior to their marriages.  Kol Naem said he 
was forced to get married at the end of 1977, and the “sadness” this marriage caused him was 
what led him to file a Civil Party application with the court.  He explained that while working at 
Office K-11 in Mondulkiri’s Sector 105 he had been sent to observe an area where women were 
bathing, and he was asked if he ‘liked’ any of the women.  Chief of the Provincial Army, Ta 
Sophea, told him he had three days to choose one of the women to marry.  Since Kol Naem had 
been engaged prior to the regime, he did not want to marry any of the women presented to him, 
however he ultimately agreed for fear he would be punished.  He was particularly “unsettled” by 
the marriage, as his new wife was of Pnong ethnicity and he was ethnically Khmer.   
 
Ms. Nget Chat told the Chamber that she was forced to marry her second husband in Pursat 
Province three or four days after the disappearance of her first husband, who was ethnic Khmer 
Krom.  One day she was told that she did not have to go to work, and instead was taken to a 
location where there were ten couples who were about to be wed.  When she was told to make 
a commitment, she did not dare protest, even though she did not want to marry her second 
husband, whom she had never met before and who was about 20 years older.  Ms. Soy 
Naroeun also was married against her wishes.  She said she married while working in a female 
mobile unit in Kampong Cham in 1975.  One day while building a dam she was taken by her unit 
chief to Office S-62, and was told that she was going to marry a handicapped soldier who had 
been wounded on the front battlefield.  She managed to refuse that marriage, however 
approximately two months later she was collected from her worksite again and told that she 
could not refuse because “the historical wheel is moving forward, and if someone interferes his 
arm or leg will be broken.” 
 

2. Details of the Ceremonies 
 
There were many similarities in the way the Civil Parties described their wedding ceremonies.  
Kol Naem said that in his wedding ceremony couples were instructed to sit facing each other in 
a long row.  The village chief then made an announcement that the husband and wife should 
take care of each other, and that “if [they] divorced or separated [they] would be dead.”  The 
Civil Party said he did not dare to refuse the instructions, as he regularly saw people disappear. 
Nget Chat was also afraid of what would happen if she refused to marry, and said people at the 
wedding told her she would be sent to the upper level to be disciplined if she refused.  Seeing 
the officials at the ceremony made her “intimidated and frightened,” and she was upset to be 
married without her family, who were at a different worksite.  She testified that there were no 
traditional elements at the ceremony, and she was told by officials to consummate the marriage 
and to produce as many children for Angkar as possible.  Soy Naroeun said she did not know 
she was going to get married until she arrived at the ceremony.  Officials from the sector and 
district committee were present, and there were 60 couples in total.  The absence of her family 
caused her pain: “My parents worked hard to bring me up. When it is time to marry, how could 
they not know?”6  She did not know her spouse, and she recalled worrying that he might be 
cruel, adding: “We were paired up the way we pair up animals.”  At the ceremony couples were 
instructed to work hard, love each other and have as many children as possible “so we could 
defend the country better.” 
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3. Details about the Wedding Night 
 
After the ceremony, Nget Chat was taken to a small shelter to spend the night with her new 
husband, whose first wife has also been killed for being ethnic Khmer Krom.7  She testified that 
they decided together that they should not make any noise because they saw others being 
taken away to be killed.  The couple stayed in that cottage for a few day after which both were 
sent back to their respective work units.  Soy Naroeun and her new husband were also given a 
thatched roof shelter, built by militiamen, to sleep in on their wedding night.  She remembered 
watching the militiamen through gaps in the walls. She saw them walking around, and watched 
them take one couple away.  She said she later saw the men return without the couple and 
concluded that they had been taken away because they “did not get along with each other.”  
Describing consummating her marriage, Soy Naroeun said that she only felt fear: “As a Khmer 
woman, nothing is more important than our body… I had to give my body to my husband in 
order to fulfill the requirement of Angkar.”  The Civil Party spent three nights with her husband 
before going back to their respective worksites and met only once a week after that.  
 

4. Staying with Partner After Regime 
 
Soy Naroeun said she remains living with her husband because: “As a Cambodian woman I do 
not want to see my children see me have a second husband or them have a second father.”  Kol 
Naem also stayed married to the spouse he married during the regime, saying he “could not 
[divorce] because we were married already.”  He said his pre-DK fiancée had also re-married.  
He described to the court taking care of his new wife the same way he would take care of his 
mother. 
 
B. Testimony about Pregnancy 

 
Both Soy Naroeun and Kol Naem discussed the effect of pregnancy on their lives during DK.   
Both also spoke of the grief emanating from losing a child during this time. 
 

1. Pregnancy 
 
Soy Naroeun said she was forced to work despite suffering from morning sickness. She was not 
treated any differently as a pregnant woman, and was not allowed to see her husband any more 
frequently.  She told the Court that she had not wanted to become pregnant, but rather that it 
had been the aim of Angkar that couples produce more children: “I did not want to have a baby 
because I felt uncertain about what would happen to the baby, but I had to have because of 
their policy.”  Her first child died, but she became pregnant a second time in late 1977 when she 
was very thin from malnutrition, and this child managed to survive. 
 

2. Miscarriage or Death of Child 
 
Civil Party Kol Naem’s wife had two stillbirths during the regime.  He buried his first baby while 
his wife remained in hospital, and he believed the baby did not survive due to his wife’s 
exhaustion. Kol Naem’s second child was stillborn after 1979, but he also attributes this to the 
physical labor his wife endured during the regime.  Soy Naroeun also told the court of her grief 
after the death of her baby.  She explained that she had contracted malaria when she was 
about six months pregnant but received no medical care and then when she reached full term, 
her baby died.8 
  
C. Testimony about the Treatment of the Ethnic Khmer Krom 

 
Nget Chat testified that in 1978, the Civil Party testified that she was transferred from Rumlech 
to Khna Totoeng with her husband and children where she was assigned to collect corn.  At the 
worksite, she witnessed a long line of people being led away, ostensibly to collect corn. She 
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was told by Comrade Sun that her husband, Yeing Phan, who was an ethnic Khmer Krom, 
should go with the group, but that she should stay at Khna Totoeng.  After being persuaded by 
her husband, both of them went with the group.  When they arrived at the next destination, her 
husband was led in one direction while Nget Chat was taken to a long shelter where elderly 
women slept.  That night, she witnessed militiamen, including Comrade Sun walking past with 
bloodied hands, carrying bloodstained swords, and she believes they executed her husband 
and the others in his group.  
 
D. Testimony about the Treatment of Lon Nol Soldiers 

 
In addition to his testimony about marriage, Kol Naem also told the court that he was sent to K-
11 to transport rice and to build shelters. He believes that he was sent there as punishment, as 
his transfer took place immediately after the arrest of his division commander.  Not far from K-11 
was Phnom Kraol, a security center supervised by Leng, housing both soldiers and civilians. Kol 
Naem told the court that he had two uncles who were Lon Nol soldiers, and he believes they 
were killed during the regime, because they were taken away and he never saw them again.  
 
E. Defense Questioning of Kol Naem 

 
Liv Sovanna asked Kol Naem a series of questions about his story of being taken to look at 
women bathing and asked to choose a wife. Defense Counsel asked, “Did you behave in any 
way so that the person asking you the question would know you agreed to marriage?”  In 
response Kol Naem clarified that he explicitly told the person who took him there that he had not 
chosen anyone, and that the only reason he eventually wed was fear.  He was also asked why 
he had decided to fill out a supplementary information in which he says he was forced to marry 
and whether it had been “at other people’s initiative.”9 Liv Sovanna asked whether the Civil 
Party’s wife had continued to work hard after the overthrow of the DK regime, leading to her 
1979 miscarriage. Kol Naem maintained that it was the effects of excessively strenuous work 
during the regime that caused the miscarriage after the regime.  National Counsel for Khieu 
Samphan asked the Civil Party whether he knew about the principles of morality governing the 
conduct of men and women during DK, and asked further details about the time he was taken to 
go and look at women, however no new information was revealed by this line of questioning. 
 
F. Defense Questioning of Nget Chat 

 
Nget Chat was questioned by national Counsel for Nuon Chea as well as both co-counsel for 
Khieu Samphan.  Liv Sovanna began by asking about the witness’ marriage before the regime, 
when she was age 15, and the Civil Party explained that her parents made this decision in order 
to protect her, because they heard that women were being arrested at the time.  Her first 
husband was known to her family and his brother was married to her sister.  Kong Sam Onn 
asked the Civil Party to clarify how long after the disappearance of her first husband she was 
made to marry her second.10  Anta Guissé asked a short series of questions about the Civil 
Party’s position during DK and her role as a squad leader, however the Civil Party did not have 
much information about that, nor about who the other leaders were in her region.  
 
G. Defense Questioning of Soy Naroeun 

 
Only Liv Sovanna, Counsel for the Nuon Chea Defense, questioned Soy Naroeun. Counsel 
concentrated on discrepancies between what the Civil Party Soy Naroeun said in court and 
what was written in her victim information form and civil party application.11 Soy Naroeun 
excused herself and said: “I cannot recall every single detail twenty-four hours a day.”  He also 
asked her questions about when her native village was liberated by the Khmer Rouge and if she 
could recall the exact date of her wedding, neither of which she was sure about.  Defense 
Counsel also asked the Civil Party why she had not refused or protested the second time she 
was ordered to marry. She explained that she had protested, but she was warned that she 
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would “risk herself” if she refused.  
 
H. Statements of Suffering and Questions to the Accused 

 
Kol Naem did not make a statement of suffering, but did ask two questions of Nuon Chea and 
Khieu Sampan.  First, he asked them to “tell us the truth” and second he asked them as well as 
the court to ensure future generations do not repeat the same mistakes as the DK regime.  Soy 
Naroeun also did not make a statement, but asked the Accused a number of questions, 
including, “Why did they use people like animals and give us insufficient food to eat?” He also 
asked, “Why was there a law to force people to marry those whom they did not know?”  Nget 
Chat did not ask any questions of the Accused, but rather focused her statement of suffering on 
the disappearance of her first husband.  She stated that, even though he tried to achieve his 
work quota, he was taken away and killed. It is her belief that this was because he was Khmer 
Krom. She stated that, “It’s like he’s with me all the time. It’s like he is still living with me.”.    
 
III. SUMMARY OF WITNESS AND CIVIL PARTY TESTIMONY  

 
On Monday this week the Trial Chamber concluded the testimony of Civil Party Preap 
Sokhoeun related to the regulation of marriage.  Following the victim impact hearings, the 
Chamber began the next segment of the trial, focused on the nature of armed conflict, hearing 
first from witnesses Chuon Thi and Sao Mang. 
 

A. Summary of Testimony by Preap Sokhoeun 
 
This week Ms. Preap Sokhoeun concluded her testimony about the regulation of marriage.12  
She also provided information about the treatment of former soldiers and officials of the Lon Nol 
regime before giving her statement of suffering and asking questions of the Accused. 
 

1. First Marriage 
 
62 year old Preap Sokhoeun testified to being married to a handicapped man named Keo 
during the DK regime.13  She told the Court her husband walked with a limp, had three crooked 
fingers and poor eyesight, although she did not notice this immediately.  Although she 
mentioned her husband’s disabilities numerous times, she clarified: “I was not biased to marry a 
handicapped person.  At that time I did not want to get married at all.”  Preap Sokhoeun told the 
Chamber that she was not informed beforehand that she was to be married, and on that day 
she thought she was being taken to be killed.  When she arrived at what she described as a 
“meeting,” the women were told to sit in a row on one side and the men in a row on the other.  
She estimate there were 15 couples at her wedding.14  She said speeches were made about 
policy and the need to work hard for Angkar.  She could not recall exactly when her marriage 
took place, and said she had had no calendar at the time, however she recalled that it was 
around the time cotton was ripening, and there had been a full moon.  She estimated this was in 
around late 1976 or early 1977.   
 

2. Sexual Assault 
	
The Civil Party also described her wedding night, saying her husband tore off her clothes and 
chased her.  On another occasion he raped her.  Counsel for Nuon Chea, Liv Sovanna, asked 
the Civil Party why she had not mentioned the rape in her Civil Party application.  Preap 
Sokhoeun explained that she had been “shy to speak about it… I did not want to talk about my 
rape issue.” She also explained that she had been encouraged not to be shy during her 
testimony.  When Counsel Koppe asked the Civil Party about discrepancies between her 
statement and her testimony, he asked why in her Civil Party application she had described her 
husband as “kind.” The Civil Party responded: “If he would be a cruel person he would have 
raped me on the first night. He would not have allowed me to stay free.  If he was a cruel person 
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he would not have delayed the time.” After the rape, she agreed to stay with her husband and 
continue to have sexual intercourse with him because he told her it was Angkar’s wish that they 
live together.  Eventually the couple had a child in 1978. 
 

3. Second Marriage 
 
 Preap Sokhoeun testified that her husband was arrested and executed during the regime, 
making the Civil Party a widow with a young baby by the regime’s end. She remarried in 1984 
on the advice of her mother, who told her: “You are alone and getting older now, and you should 
have a husband.”  Although Preap Sokhoeun said she had worried her new husband would be 
a gambler or an alcoholic and would “ruin [her] life again,” her brother in law and parents 
assisted with choosing the husband, who was a relative of the family.  Preap Sokheoun 
explained that she was happy with her second marriage because she “had confidence and trust 
in the arrangement of my parents.”  The wedding, attended by hundreds of people including her 
surviving family members, was conducted in line with Cambodian traditions, which gave the 
Civil Party “comfort to [her] heart.”  
 

4. Ability to Refuse Marriage 
 
Preap Sokhoeun described her fear at refusing the marriage arranged for her.  Talking about 
what happened when couples did not get along, she explained: “Initially they killed only the 
woman and the husband was spared, but later on, the couple—both husband and wife—were 
killed.” She recalled a woman named Proeung who had refused to marry a man named Oeun, 
who was handicapped.  She said that after this refusal, Proeung disappeared.  She heard she 
had been arrested and taken away in an ox cart but was not certain. When asked by the 
Defense for Nuon Chea, the Civil Party confirmed that she knew of one couple who had married 
during the regime by choice.  She said although she was aware of some couples who had 
proposed their own marriage to Angkar, she also knew of some whose proposals had been 
turned down and they were forced to marry other people against their wishes.  She also 
explained to the Nuon Chea Defense that she had not been able to refuse her marriage 
because she was not aware it was taking place until she arrived at the event. 
 

5. Treatment of Lon Nol Soldiers 
 
The Civil Party also testified about the treatment of former soldiers and officials of the Lon Nol 
regime. She said her brother had been a Lon Nol soldier and was taken away and killed, along 
with other members of her family.  She explained that she had only been able to survive 
because she happened to be sick on the day that a large number of her family members were 
taken away. Preap Sokhoeun said she also knew of a woman from her cooperative who was 
killed because her husband had been a Lon Nol soldier.   
 

6. Statement of Suffering and Questions to the Accused  
 
At the end of her testimony, Preap Sokhoeun gave a lengthy statement of suffering.  She spoke 
of her pain over being separated from her family at a young age, and losing many family 
members.  She also spoke about the hard labor she endured, working day and night with bad 
living conditions, saying, “We lived like animals.”  She said that her marriage to a man she did 
not choose hurt her, “physically and mentally.” She concluded her statement by saying that she 
would not like to see that regime appear again, and she also asked the Accused through the 
President, “Why did the leaders only engage in killing the people? Why did they create and love 
such a regime?” Parties did not question the Civil Party on her statement of suffering. 
 
B. Summary of Testimony of Chuon Thi  

 
Witness Chuon Thi was deputy commander of Division 340 in 1978.15  He testified about 
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fighting against the Vietnamese at the border in Svay Rieng, and also about arranging 
marriages for couples in his unit.  
 

1. June 1978 Meeting with Pol Pot 
 
Witness Chuon Thi testified that he first saw Pol Pot at a two-day meeting in Kampong Chhnang 
in June 1978. Pol Pot was the only speaker, and although there were many people present, he 
did not know them.  At the meeting, Pol Pot spoke about economics, the need to make sure 
people had enough food and the need to increase its population through marriage, however the 
Witness said he did not hear Pol Pot speak of a need to force people to marry. During the 
meeting, Chuon Thi was ordered by Pol Pot to gather soldiers and go to Svay Rieng to defend 
the border from “Yuon troops” who had entered DK territory. The Witness said that Pol Pot did 
not give much more detail at that time, and the person in charge of the region’s General Staff 
briefed them on arrival.  After Chuon Thi left for Svay Rieng, he had no further contact with Pol 
Pot.  
 

2. Fighting in Svay Rieng 
 
Shortly after the meeting in June 1978, Chuon Thi mobilized his forces to go to Svay Rieng, 
where they were immediately engaged in conflict in the Bavet area.16  There were three 
battalions under his supervision, numbering almost 1,000 troops.  The battalions communicated 
with each other via messenger, as they did not use radios. The Witness said that Raen was 
overall in charge of all battlefields in Svay Rieng.  Division 340 was formed at this time, led by 
Ty Phu Say with Chuon Thi as his deputy.  Also in Svay Rieng was Division 703, commanded 
by Sun from the Southwest Zone.  Chuon Thi explained that the only instruction he received 
was to counter Vietnamese troops when they entered DK territory. He claimed that his unit 
never entered Vietnamese territory.  Chuon Thi said that for the six months he was in Svay 
Rieng they were in constant combat with the Vietnamese troops.  Despite this frequent conflict, 
Chuon Thi said his force only sustained a small number of casualties, because they were not 
fighting in open combat.  For protection at the border, his forces installed 30 centimeter high 
spike traps made from bamboo, while the Vietnamese were shelling them and using aerial 
bombing.  Chuon Thi said his unit never captured any Vietnamese soldiers alive.  In late 1978, 
when the Vietnamese invaded, the Witness and his forces began to flee.17  The Witness himself 
returned to and hid in his home village.  
 

3. Regulation of Marriage 
 
The Witness testified that his marriage was arranged in 1976 at Long Vet in Kampong Chhnang. 
He said he and his wife knew and loved each other and so he proposed their marriage to 
Soeun, his division commander.  Their ceremony was “simple,” and their parents did not attend.  
Chuon Thi told the Chamber that he also arranged marriages of about 15 to 20 couples in his 
unit, but that no one was forced to marry.  He said anyone refusing the marriage could just 
return to their work unit.  He explained that collective weddings were arranged in order to save 
time.  The Witness also said that he had never heard an upper echelon giving instructions to 
monitor consummation of marriage and said this never happened in his unit.  He also said some 
people preferred their leader to choose a spouse for them because they were too “shy” to 
choose for themselves.  He then said that he never witnessed forced marriages but he had 
heard of this occurring elsewhere.  He said weddings were organized so that children could be 
produced in the country and population could increase from seven to twenty million.18  
 

4. Witness Demeanor and Credibility 
 
The Witness gave clear and detailed responses to questions throughout his testimony.  He was 
clear about the source of his knowledge, and regularly specified that although things happened 
one way in his unit, they may not necessarily have been the same throughout the country.  It is 
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possible his position of authority during the regime led to him presenting information in such a 
way as to minimize his own responsibility.  Overall he followed proceedings well, and was open 
when he could not remember details. 
 
C. Summary of Testimony of Sao Mang  

 
Finally this week, the Trial Chamber heard from Witness Sao Champy, alias Sao Mang, a 
plantation worker from Koh Nhek District, Modulkiri Province.19   Sao Mang testified about his 
knowledge of armed conflict taking place in Mondulkiri’s Sector 105, however his answers were 
brief and he was ultimately not able to shed much light on the topic.  He was not questioned by 
the Nuon Chea Defense Team, and only briefly by the Khieu Samphan Defense. 
 

1. Joining the Revolution and Structure of Sector 105  
 
Sao Mang testified to joining the Revolution in 1975 and remaining involved until 1979, although 
he never became a CPK member.  In 1975 he served as a soldier in Mondulkiri’s Sector 105, 
explaining in the Sector there were two regiments and each regiment contained two battalions. 
Sao Mang was the member in Battalion 2 under Commander Leng and his deputy Vieng.  Ta 
Laing, alias Ham, the Chief of Sector 105, made these appointments.  Ta Sophea was chief of 
the sector military and the Witness’s brother-in-law.  The Witness was also the younger brother 
of Sao Sarun, who became Sector Secretary after the removal of Ta Laing.20  One of his 
brothers also married the daughter of Ta Laing.  Battalion 2 was based in Au Reng District in the 
Dak Dam area and its headquarters was at Phnom Kraol dam.  The office of Ta Laing and Ta 
Sophea was based south of Phnom Kraol at Office K-11. 
 

2. Fighting on the Border at Dak Dam 
 
From 1976 the Witness’s battalion was sent to guard the border at Dak Dam along with soldiers 
from Mondulkiri’s Division 920.  Although he was based at the border, the Witness denied any 
knowledge of border demarcation disputes.  He said his battalion was instructed by Laing to 
prepare for combat with the Vietnamese. Fighting began in 1976 and lasted until 1978.  Initially, 
clashes were infrequent, but from 1977 until the DK retreat in 1978, the frequency of fighting 
increased, taking place once or twice a month.  Sao Mang told the court they never went into 
Vietnamese territory, only fought Vietnamese troops who had entered DK territory.  He 
confirmed that DK troops were responsible for planting spike traps near the border, and said 
that the Vietnamese did not lay mines in Mondulkiri. By 1978 they knew they could not defeat 
the Vietnamese because they were much greater in number, so they fled.  In 1979 Vietnamese 
troops attacked and entered the province. 
 

3. Phnom Kraol and Arrest of Leng 
 
Sao Mang said he saw the Phnom Kraol prison only from a distance.  He said from his vantage 
point he could only see the roof, as a bamboo fence obscured the.  He only saw prisoners when 
they were led out of the prison to clear grass.  Sao Mang said that the prisoners were “probably 
shackled” but he could not speak to their health and weight, nor did he know what they were 
accused of.  Sao Mang confirmed to the court that Leng was the commander of his battalion, 
and was in charge at the prison in Phnom Kraol.21  He heard about Leng’s disappearance from 
Ta Vieng, but otherwise knew nothing about the situation.  He said since he was not responsible 
it was none his business. He told the court that he did not take over Leng’s office at Phnom 
Kraol after his disappearance.  Phay from the company replaced Leng, and Sao Mang began to 
report to Vieng, who he described as the “deputy chief” although his exact position was unclear. 
 

4. Witness Demeanor and Credibility  
 

Sao Mang was not a particularly cooperative witness.  His responses were mainly short: he 
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tended to give yes or no answers and rarely elaborated even when pressed to do so. He 
appeared to have trouble with his memory, often responding that he did not know answers to 
questions, which could be the result of his advancing age and the amount of time which has 
passed since the events in question.  His answers sometimes contradicted his OCIJ interview 
and when confronted with such discrepancies he maintained that he did not know, or that it was 
“not my business.”22  He also appeared to deny knowledge of events about which he should 
have known, considering his position at the time.  He also claimed to know nothing about the 
disappearance of Leng, even though his brother claimed this event led to Sao Mang’s 
promotion, and he went as far as denying that he was promoted at all.  During questioning on 
the military structure of Sector 105, he said that he was the commander for this sector in 
Mondulkiri and said that she did not know about his elder brother Sao Saroeun position in sector 
105 but he can recall other names and their position well.  
 
IV. LEGAL AND PROCEDURAL ISSUES  

 
This week the Trial Chamber came up against issues of the scope of Case 002/02 once more, 
this time related to the treatment of the Khmer Krom ethnic minority.  Further, there was a legal 
debate over the confidentiality of one Witness who testified this week but is also part of the 
ongoing investigation in Case 003. 
 
A. Objections Related to Scope and the Targeting of the Khmer Krom 

 
Both Defense Teams objected this week to questions raised by the OCP related to the 
treatment of the ethnic Khmer Krom minority.  Civil Party Nget Chat told the Court that her 
husband and in-laws were taken away and killed because they were part of this ethnic group.  
Anta Guissé, for the Khieu Sampan team, objected on the grounds that the treatment of the 
Khmer Krom does not form part of the charges against her client in Case 002.23  Counsel Koppe 
said the Trial Chamber’s position that this issue was outside the scope was “crystal clear.”24  
The OCP argued that their questions had been seeking to ascertain whether the Khmer Krom 
were considered Vietnamese by the DK regime and thereby would fall under the topic of the 
treatment of the Vietnamese which does form part of the charges in Case 002/02.25   
 
Civil Party Lead Co-Lawyer Marie Guiraud said the Defense had misinterpreted prior Trial 
Chamber decisions pertaining to the Khmer Krom.  On 12 February 2015, Judge Lavergne 
issued an oral ruling on behalf of the Chamber that, “We have to rule on the issue of who is part 
of the Vietnamese group, whether it is Vietnamese by nationality or those perceived to be 
Vietnamese.” Ms. Guiraud also quoted from the court’s oral ruling on 25 May 2015, which stated 
that although: 
 

Case 002/02 does not include charges relating to the targeting of the 
Khmer Krom as a specific group… evidence pertaining to the Khmer 
Krom may nonetheless be relevant to other issues in Case 002/02 
and as such may be admissible.”26  27 
 

She clarified that it was her view that while the execution of the Khmer Krom as a specific ethnic 
group did not form part of the charges against the two Accused, questions pertaining to their 
treatment are admissible. The President overruled the objection and allowed the Assistant 
Prosecutor to continue, however his next question, “do you know whether they were considered 
Khmer or Vietnamese” led to an immediate objection from Counsel Koppe who said it was “a 
wrong question on so many levels.” The Trial Chamber sustained the objection.  
 
B. Confidentiality of Chuon Thi 

 
The OCIJ has issued a ruling on the confidentiality of witnesses and Civil Parties who testify in 
Case 002 after having been involved in the ongoing Cases 003 and 004, recommending 
measures ranging from use of a pseudonym to masking the Witness’s appearance to hearing 
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their testimony in closed session.  This week Witness Chuon Thi began his testimony 
anonymously, identified only as 2-TCW-859.  Prior to his entering the courtroom, the Defense 
Team for Khieu Samphan requested clarification on how to address certain topics without 
revealing identifying features of the Witness, further pointing out that this Witness had already 
testified in open court in Case 002/01.  Defense also pointed to an OCP submission listing 
witnesses for whom protective measures exceptions had been made, including both this 
Witness and Sao Sarun who testified earlier this year.  The OCP agreed that this Witness fell on 
a list of Case 003 witnesses for whom protective measures were not necessary, and 
proceedings continued.  Although the initial information usually read by the President including 
the Witness’s date of birth, birthplace and family members was never read in open court, his 
name was announced to be Chuon Thi, and his biographical details were read into the record 
when he testified in Case 002/01.28  
 
IV.  TRIAL MANAGEMENT 

 
This week, the Trial Chamber concluded the segment on the regulation of marriage with the 
testimony of one Civil Party, along with victim impact hearings, followed by the testimony of two 
witnesses in relation to the ongoing segment of the nature of armed conflict. 
 
A. Attendance  

 
This week Noun Chea continued to waive his right to be present in the courtroom, and 
observed proceedings through video link from the holding cell due to his poor health, while 
Khieu Samphan was present in the courtroom throughout the week.  Mr. Bun Loem Huo, a staff 
member from Transcultural Psychosocial Organization (TPO), was present in the courtroom in 
order to support Civil Parties during the victim impact hearings.  Duty Counsel Ms. Sok 
Socheata was also present in the courtroom to advise Chhuon Thi on matters of possible self-
incrimination. 
 
Judge Attendance: All Judges of the Bench were present in the courtroom all week.   
 
Parties: All Parties were properly represented in the courtroom throughout the week. On 
Monday, Ms. Anta Guissé, international Defense Lawyer for Khieu Samphan, was absent for 
health reasons.  Both international and national Lead Co-Lawyers for Civil Parties were absent 
on different days of this week for personal reasons.  In each case their counterparts were 
present in the courtroom to fully represent their clients.   
 
Attendance by the public: This week was the third week in a row that the public was 
excluded from the gallery due to high water levels flooding the compound of the ECCC.  As in 
previous weeks, the public was advised to follow the live-stream via the court’s website. 
 

DATE MORNING AFTERNOON 

Monday 
24/10/2016 

§ No public attendance  
§ Eight Civil Parties  
§ One foreign observers 

§ No public attendance  
§ Nine Civil Parties  
§ One foreign observers  

Tuesday 
25/10/2016 

§ No public attendance 
§ Eight Civil Parties  
§ One foreign observers 

§ No public attendance 
§ Seven Civil Parties  

Wednesday 
26/10/2016 

§ No public attendance 
§ Eight Civil Parties 
§ Two foreign observers 

§ No public attendance 
§ Seven Civil Parties 
§ One foreign observer 
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Thursday 
27/10/2016 

§ No public attendance 
§ Ten Civil Parties 
§ Two foreign observers 

§ No public attendance 
§ Seven Civil Parties 
§ One foreign observer 

 
B. Time Management 

 
Over the course of four days the Trial Chamber successfully concluded the testimony of four 
Civil Parties (three of whom testified in the victim impact hearings) on the regulation of 
marriage and two witnesses with regard to the nature of armed conflict.  There was a debate 
over the equality of the time allocated to Parties to question Civil Party Preap Sokhoeun on 
Monday.  While the Defense Teams were allotted the usual two sessions to question the Civil 
Party, and were only granted the floor at 9:45AM, later the President interrupted Liv Sovanna 
to say: “Please don’t think that just because the OCP used extra time you also get extra time.  
Only use the time you need, do not use extra.”29  Later, when attempting to hand the floor to 
his international colleague, the President announced that their time was concluded and that 
they had to give the floor to the Defense Team for Khieu Samphan.30 Counsel Koppe 
responded: “I have to observe that the other side has used much more time than we have 
been allotted. Of course that is standard here but…”  The President defended his decision to 
allow the OCP to question for 10 to 15 extra minutes, because they used the time “wisely” 
whereas the Nuon Chea Defense were seen to be asking repetitive question.  He also said 
there was a need to be more “strict” than usual with time management, presumably so as to 
commence the victim impact hearings immediately after the lunch break.  In the end, the 
Defense Teams were allowed the same amount of time to question the Civil Party as the OCP 
and LCLCPs had been given, and it appeared as though issues of translation had hampered 
the President in explaining the time he was allotting.  Aside from this incident, time was 
managed well by the Chamber this week.  Proceedings adjourned early on Thursday as the 
Chamber had not scheduled a reserve witness. 

 
C. Courtroom Etiquette  

 
Things became a little heated on Monday during the discussion on time management between 
Counsel Koppe and the President, with Nil Nonn responding to the Defense: “We have seen 
your smile in a mocking way to us, so that is why now we have to be very strict.”  After this 
issue was resolved, proceedings continued smoothly, and there were no further significant 
issues. 

 
D. Translation and Technical Issues 

 
On Thursday there were some issues caused by international lawyers mispronouncing Khmer 
names which led to some confusion in the courtroom, however the Witness did his best to 
clarify this.31  As noted above, confusion about the time allotted to Parties on Monday appeared 
to have been the result of a mistranslation from either Khmer to English or English to Khmer, 
however this was unclear.  On Wednesday static on both the French and English audio 
channels led to a brief pause, however the matter was resolved quickly.  Overall, proceedings 
ran smoothly. 
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E. Time Table 
 

DATE START MORNING 
BREAK LUNCH AFTERNOON 

BREAK RECESS TOTAL 
HOURS 

Monday 
24/10/2016 9:00 10:11-10:30 11:46-13:30 14:41-15:00 16:06 4 hours 

44 minutes 

Tuesday 
25/10/2016 9:01 10:06-10:26 11:37-13:31 14:40-15:03 16:00  4 hours 

22 minutes 

Wednesday 
26/10/2016 8:59 10:15-10:32 11:39-13:30 14:41-14:56 15:55 4 hours 

33 minutes 

Thursday 
27/10/2016 9:01 10:14-10:30 11:28-13:30 14:10-14:35 14:38 2 hours 

54 minutes 

Average number of hours in session    4 hours and 8 minutes 
Total number of hours this week     16 hours and 33 minutes  
Total number of hours, day, weeks at trial    936 hours and 29 minutes 

246 TRIAL DAYS OVER 71 WEEKS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*This report was authored by Michael Chen, Hanna Daych, Caitlin McCaffrie, Vuthy Nin, Louise Rettweiler, Lina Tay, 
Sathapor Thom and Penelope Van Tuyl as part of the KRT Trial Monitoring and Community Outreach Program.  KRT 
Trial Monitor is a collaborative project between the East-West Center, in Honolulu, and the WSD HANDA Center for 
Human Rights and International Justice at Stanford University (previously known as the UC Berkeley War Crimes 
Studies Center).  Since 2003, the two Centers have been collaborating on projects relating to the establishment of 
justice initiatives and capacity-building programs in the human rights sector in Southeast Asia. 
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1  Victim Impact Hearings are usually held at the end of each trial segment. Victim impact hearings provide Civil 
Parties who will not otherwise be testifying in Case 002/02 with an opportunity to share their experience of harm 
suffered during the DK regime. See Trial Chamber, “Information on (1) Key Document Presentation Hearings in Case 
002/02 and (2) Hearings on Harm Suffered by the Civil Parties in Case 002/02” (17 December 2014) E315/1. For 
coverage of the first set of impact hearings towards the end of the first trial segment, on Tram Kak District 
cooperatives and Kraing Ta Chan Security Center, see Case 002/02 KRT Trial Monitor, Issue 15, Hearings on 
Evidence Week 12 (30 March - 3 April 2015), pp.1-7; For the second set of impact hearings at the end of the 
segment on DK worksites, see CASE 002/02 KRT TRIAL MONITOR, Issue 29, Hearings on Evidence Week 26 (1-3 
September 2015), pp.1-4. For the third set of impact hearings on the segment on the treatment of targeted groups, 
see CASE 002/02 KRT TRIAL MONITOR, Issue 45, Hearings on Evidence Week 42 (29 February – 3 March 2016), pp.1-
7. The fourth and most recent set of victim impact hearings on security centers and internal purges were held in 
August 2016, see CASE 002/02 KRT TRIAL MONITOR, Issue 62, Hearings on Evidence Week 59 (11-12 August 2016) 
and CASE 002/02 KRT TRIAL MONITOR, Issue 63, Hearings on Evidence Week 60 (15-18 August 2016). 
2  The Trial Chamber rendered an oral decision on 13 October 2016 regarding the Civil Parties request for an 
extension to the allotted time for victim impact hearings on the regulation of marriage, denying the request. The 
debate is summarized in CASE 002/02 KRT TRIAL MONITOR, Issue 69, Hearings on Evidence Week 66 (10 – 13 
October 2016), pp. 10-11. 
3  Civil Party KOL Naem (2-TCCP-1066) was questioned in the following order: President NIL Nonn; lead co-
lawyer for Civil Parties, Marie GUIRAUD; senior assistant prosecutor Vincent DE WILDE D’ESTMAEL; national 
counsel for Nuon Chea, LIV Sovanna; national co-counsel for Khieu Samphan, KONG Sam Onn. 
4  Civil Party NGET Chat (2-TCCP-1067) was questioned in the following order: President NIL Nonn; lawyer for 
Civil Parties LOR Chunthy; national counsel for Nuon Chea, LIV Sovanna; national co-counsel for Khieu Samphan, 
KONG Sam Onn; international co-counsel for Khieu Samphan, Anta GUISSE. 
5  Civil Party SOY Naroeun (2-TCCP-1068) was questioned in the following order: President NIL Nonn; Civil Party 
lawyer SIN Soworn; senior assistant prosecutor Vincent DE WILDE D’ESTMAEL; national counsel for Nuon Chea, 
LIV Sovanna;  
6  SOY Naroeun later said that one week after her wedding she met her husband at her mother’s house, at which 
time she learned of her parents pain and regret at not having been present at their daughter’s wedding: “They felt 

Unless specified otherwise, 
 

� the documents cited in this report pertain to the Case of Nuon Chea and Khieu  
 Samphan before the ECCC; 

� the quotes are based on the personal notes of the trial monitors during the proceedings; 
� the figures in the Public Attendance section of the report are only approximations made 

 By AIJI staff; and 
� photos are courtesy of the ECCC. 

 
Glossary of Terms 

 
Case001 The Case of Kaing Guek Eav alias “Duch” (CaseNo.001/18-07-2007-ECCC) 
Case002 The Case of Nuon Chea, Ieng Sary, Ieng Thirith, and Khieu Samphan 

(CaseNo.002/19-09-2007-ECCC) 
CPC Code of Criminal Procedure of the Kingdom of Cambodia (2007)  
CPK Communist Party of Kampuchea 
CPLCL Civil Party Lead Co-Lawyer 
DK Democratic Kampuchea 
DSS Defense Support Section 
ECCC Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (also referred to as the Khmer 

Rouge Tribunal or “KRT”) 
ECCC Law Law on the Establishment of the ECCC, as amended (2004) 
ERN Evidence Reference Number (the page number of each piece of documentary 

evidence in the Case File) 
FUNK National United Front of Kampuchea 
GRUNK Royal Government of National Union of Kampuchea 
ICC International Criminal Court 
IR Internal Rules of the ECCC Rev.8 (2011)  
KR Khmer Rouge 
OCIJ Office of the Co-Investigating Judges 
OCP Office of the Co-Prosecutors of the ECCC 
VSS Victims Support Section 
WESU Witness and Expert Support Unit 
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painful and regretful because their child who they brought up, they did not have the opportunity to attend the wedding 
ceremony. They could not stop it. They felt suffered.”  Soy Naroeun also testified that her younger sibling was 
married in a ceremony without any relatives in late 1978 
7  It should be noted that the reason for the death of the Civil Party’s husband was never confirmed officially but 
was surmised from the circumstances at the time by the Civil Party. 
8  It was unclear from her testimony whether the baby was stillborn or died shortly after being born 
9  This question caused the Civil Party lawyers to intervene and object to the leading nature of the question.  
Regardless, the Civil Party answered that it had been on his own initiative that he filled out the form 
10  In her prior statement the Civil Party had said she was remarried 20 days after her first husband disappeared 
however in court she maintained it was between 4 or 5 days later.  The Civil Party clarified that: “I forgot many things. 
Every time I think about it my heart is pounding. 
11  These included the number of relatives who had died during the regime, and whether the militiamen had been 
surveilling houses “to check we were following instructions”. 
12  Civil Party PREAP Sokhoeun (2-TCCP-1064) was questioned this week in the following order: senior assistant 
prosecutor Vincent DE WILDE ESTMAEL; national counsel for Nuon Chea, LIV Sovanna; national counsel for Nuon 
Chea, LIV Sovanna; international co-counsel for Nuon Chea, Victor KOPPE; national co-counsel for Khieu Samphan, 
KONG Sam Onn. For a summary of her testimony last week, see CASE 002/02 KRT TRIAL MONITOR, Issue 70, 
Hearings on Evidence Week 67 (17 – 20 October 2016), p. 9-11. 
13  There was some confusion about the Civil Party’s exact age.  When questioned by the President about her age, 
Preap Sokhun explained that her official identity card gives her date of birth as 12 October 1951, however she had 
always been told she was born in the Year of the Monkey, which would be 1956.  She told the court she is 62 years 
old, which would make her born in 1954. This week she said she gave birth in 1978 and was 20 at that time, putting 
her birth year at 1958.  Her exact age was never ascertained however that is not uncommon in Cambodia. 
14  This was a discrepancy between an earlier statement in which she said there were 12 couples, however in court 
the Civil Party explained that while she had attended another ceremony at which 12 couples had married, there were 
15 couples in her ceremony. 
15  Witness CHUON Thi (2-TCW-859) was questioned in the following order: President NIL Nonn; international 
lawyer for Khieu Samphan, Anta GUISSE; assistant prosecutor Dale LYSAK; international co-lawyer for Nuon Chea, 
Victor KOPPE. 
16  The Witness confirmed it was not Bavet town in which he was stationed, but a town nearer to the to the east out 
of Svay Rieng Provincial Town 
E1/262.127mm weapons and all kinds of machine guns. He said that the DK soldiers had similar weapons but not as 
many.   
18  When asked how it was possible to increase the population so dramatically when all the people who wanted to 
marry were already getting married, the Witness could not respond.   
19  Witness SAO Mang (2-TCW-1045) was questioned in the following order: President NIL Nonn; assistant 
prosecutor Dale LYSAK; Civil Party lawyer LOR Chunthy; international co-lawyer for Khieu Samphan, Anta GUISSE. 
20  SAO Sarun testified as a witness in Case 002/02 in March 2016.  For a summary of his testimony see CASE 
002/02 KRT TRIAL MONITOR, Issue 49, Hearings on Evidence Week 46 (28-31 March 2016), pp. 4-6.  
21  This information was verified by Mr. Phan Van when he testified as a Witness in Case 002/02 in April 2016.  
Phan Van testified that Ta Sophea was initially the chief of Phnom Kraol Security Center however after Sophea was 
named as a traitor he was replaced by Leng, see CASE 002/02 KRT TRIAL MONITOR, Issue 50, Hearings on Evidence 
Week 47 (4-7 April 2016), p. 4-6. 
22  This was particularly the case when questioned about the fate of Ta Laing, who he had told the OCIJ 
investigators was called to a study session.  In court this week he said “I did not know about those people’s affairs.” 
23    Charges in Case 002 are contained in: Office of the Co-Investigating Judges “Closing Order” (15 September 
2010) D427.  Charges in Case 002/02 specifically are outlined in Trial Chamber, “Decision on Additional Severance 
of Case 002and Scope of Case 002/02” (4 April 2014) E301/9/1. 
24  Counsel Koppe also pointed out that Ieng Sary, former Minister of Foreign Affairs and originally charged in Case 
002 had been ethnic Khmer Krom 
25  For a summary of the Charges in Case 002/02 see Severance Order p. 21. 
26  Trial Chamber, “Written Record of Proceedings: 25 May 2015” (2 June 2016) E1/304, p. 3. 
27  See Trial Chamber, “Transcript of Trial Proceedings 12 February 2015 Trial Day 243” E1/262.1 p 20 
28  See Trial Chamber, “Transcript of Trial Proceedings 24 April 2013, Trial Day 170” (2 May 2013) E1/183.1, pp. 
10-13. 
29  The OCP + LCLCP had also been allotted the usual two sessions and went overtime by approximately ten 
minutes without being interrupted by the Bench. 
30  At this stage Monitors had not observed the Defense Team for Khieu Samphan indicate that they intended to 
question this Civil Party and it is common practice that it is up to the two defense teams to decide how they wish to 
share the time allotted to them.  
31  There were two different men in Sector 105 named “Laing” and “Leng” and interpreters had trouble 
distinguishing between the two, particularly when the names were mispronounced by international lawyers. 


