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RWANDA: GENOCIDE AND THE CONTINUING
CYCLE OF VIOLENCE

TUESDAY, MAY 8, 1998

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS AND
HUMAN RIGHTS,

COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m. in room
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Christopher Smith
(chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Chairman SMITH. The Subcommittee will come to order.

Today this Subcommittee meets to hold its third hearing on
Rwanda, a country whose people have been caught up in some of
the most brutal events in modern history. The focus of this hearing
is the role glayed by outsiders, the United States, European na-
tions, and the United Nations and its affiliated agencies for good
‘ i)r for ill during the 1994 genocide and the ensuing cycle of vio-

ence.

On April 6, 1994, Hutu extremists began the s%/stematic mas-
sacre of Rwanda’s minority Tutsi population. They also killed many
thousands of moderate Hutus who had refused to participate in the
bloodshed. For the next 3 months, mothers and their babies were
hacked to death with machetes and families seeking refuge in
churches were butchered inside. People stopped at checkpoints
were killed on the spot if their ID cards listed their ethnicity as
Tutsi. Streets were littered with corpses, and literally ran red with
blood. Estimates of the number of people killed ranged from
500,000 to 1 million.

The tragedy did not end there. After the Tutsi-led Rwandan Pa-
triotic Front (the RPF), gained control of the country, 2 million
Hutus fled Rwanda, leading to a protracted refugee crisis in which
countless innocents died of disease, starvation and murder in what
was then eastern Zaire and elsewhere.

Even today the fighting continues between the Government of
Rwanda and the insurﬁent forces of the former genocidaires, the
ex-FAR and the Interahamwe. Both the Hutu insurgents and the
Rwanda Patriotic Army (RPA) continue to commit serious atrocities
against civilians. The insurgents attacked and murdered Tutsi ref-
ugees, including women and children, and have attempted to re-
ignite ethnic hatred against the Tutsi population.

Meanwhile, the Rwandan Army, according to our own State De-
partment, has “committed thousands of killings of unarmed civil-
ians in the past year, including routine and systematic killings of
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families, including women and children.” There are no clean hands
among the parties to that conflict,

During his trip to Rwanda in March, President Clinton properly
lamented the horrors of the 1994 genocide and stated, “The inter-
national community must bear its share of responsibility for this
tragedy.” His remarks were correct, as far as they went, but they
left many critical questions unanswered.

Those questions can be divided into two basic categories. First,
what did the United Nations, the United States, and other non-Af-
rican governments do either to deter or to stop the 1994 genocide?
President Clinton admitted that we did not act quickly enough
after the killing began, but he did not address what the United
States may have failed to do before the killings began that might
have averted the disaster. ’

As recounted in the current issue of the New Yorker magazine,
a high-ranking Rwandan informant had warned the U.N. leader-
ship, including Kofi Annan, and the United States about prepara-
tions for killings 3 months before they began. The recipients a f)ax%
ently did not act on that information. Without objection, the fu? ar-
ticle will be made a part of the record.

[The information appears in the appendix.]
Mr. SMITH. Furthermore, the United States has been accused not

merely of inaction, but also of obstructing preemptive multilateral
efforts to quell the crisis. Some have alleged that, in the words of
Refugees International president Lionel Rosenblatt, the ball was
not only dropped by the United States, it was blocked by the
United States.

The second category of questions concerns what the United
States is doing today to affect the situation in Rwanda for the bet-
ter. Have we really learned any valuable lessons from the horrors
of 1994? The one lesson that the Clinton Administration has drawn
is to back the current Tutsi-led Government of Rwanda. Whether
i)r not this is the wrong lesson, it is at best a tragically incomplete
esson.

Somehow the international community, as it likes to call itself,
has failed to learn the most important lesson of all. When we have
information that suggests innocent people are about to be mas-
sacred, we must act on that information, rather than ignoring it
and ho inﬁ that it will go away. Yet, in July 1995, not even a year
after the Rwanda genocide, U.N. peacekeepers in Bosnia ignored
all the warning signs and let the massacre at Srebrenica happen.
As in 1996 and 1997, when Hutu refugees were being slaughtered
by the thousands in eastern Zaire, the U.S. policymakers seemed
more interested in disputing the number of refugees than in stop-
pirgf the slaughter. .

one of this is meant to suggest that there are not important dif-
ferences between the participants in the Rwanda conflict. The re-
cent killings by Hutu insurgents may well be motivated by the de-
sire to complete the genocide they started in 1994, whereas the
RPA killings may be motivated only by the desire for power and
for revenge. The fact that the massacre is not genocide, however,
does not make it any less of a massacre. .

Moreover, the United Ststes bears a special moral responsibility
when it comes to those whom we are supporting, both symbolically
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and financially, when they are killing thousands of innocent men,
women, and children. An end to such killings must be an absolute
condition on U.S. military assistance.

I must add that, despite continued attempts to fet a complete
picture of the nature and extent of that assistance, I still have not
received satisfactory answers from the Administration about the
military support the United States has provided to the RPA. With-
out objection, I would like to make my latest inquiry to the Presi-
dent a part of today’s record.

[The information referred to appears in the appendix.]

Mr. SMITH. I hope that our witnesses today will suggest ways in
which the United States might improve the behavior of both the
Hutu insurgents and the Administration’s chosen ally, the Rwan-
dan Government. Any lasting peace in Rwanda must be based on
reconciliation, and reconciliation must be based on democracy and
respect for human rights.

Finally, I am disappointed that all but one of the Administration
officials responsible for the U.S. policy toward Rwanda refused to
be here today. Although I asked the State Department to send a
representative to participate in this hearing some time ago, the De-
gartment turned down my request, citing an internal rule that

tate Department representatives are not allowed to testify while
the Secretary of State is appearing elsewhere on Capitol Hill. That
rule, which is a public relations gimmick, pure and simple—moti-
vated not by policy but by spin control—has caused the State De-
partment to be absent from numerous Subcommittee hearings, It
is particularly irksome in this case because it turns out the Sec-
retary of State will not be testifying on Capitol Hill this morning
after all. As we all know, she is not even in the country.

The Defense Department initially agreed to testify, but then used
the State Department’s nonparticigatmn in this hearing as its jus-
tification for not attending. I would like to take this opportunity to
publicly protest this practice, which elevates public relations over
substance, and siFni 1cantly obstructs efforts to hold the Adminis-
tration accountable to Congress and, by extension, to the American

eople.
P I‘\)vant to thank, however, Mr. Richard McCall, USAID’s man, for
h%ving the courage and the courtesy to testify before our hearing
today.

Fir};ally, I would like to thank my very good friend and colleague,
Representative Cynthia McKinney, whose dedication and persist-
ence has contributed mightily to this hearing today. I would like
to yield for any opening comments she might have.

The prepared statement of Mr. Smith appears in the appendix.]

Ms. MCKINNEY. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. After centuries of liv-
ing together in relative peace, Rwandan Hutus and Tutsis were
taught to fear and mistrust one another because of disparaging
treatment at the hands of Belgian colonialists. The Belgians treat-
ed Tutsis as an upper class, providing them with an education and
important government positions, while relegating the majority
Hutu population to agricultural work and manual labor. .

Furthermore, the Belgians began requiring Hutus and Tutsis to

carry identification cards, further creating an_atmosphere of fear
. and hatred. The strong animosity created by colonialists was main-
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tained after independence as extremist Hutu leaders sought to

strike back at Tutsis by removing them from all positions of power

and refra'ininqufrom punishing those who committed acts of vio-
lence against Tutsi civilians.

The ethnic cleansing of Tutsis in the early 1960’s led to an exile

opulation that was spread across U%anda, Zaire, Burundi and

anzania. Persecution and expulsion of minority Tutsis and mod-
erate Hutus continued through the 1980’s and early 1990’s until
the tragic events unfolded that led to this genocide.

I provide this history, Mr. Chairman, to enlighten those who find
it convenient to attribute the killings to the irrational tribal hatred
and bloodthirstiness of Africans.

Rather, what subsequent investigations have revealed is that the
killings were not spontaneous expressions of inevitable hatred, but
a well-orchestrated pattern of genocide, planned for and prepared
by extremists, indeed ethnic supremacists to be sure, but essen-
tially extremists concerned with holding on to power and wealth
that they had come to control after 20 years in power.

The tribal card was played by these extremists, who accused any
Hutu who did not join in their cause of betraying Hutus, and used
propaganda and fear, the twin tactics of Nazis and fascists in Eu-
rope, to intimidate many into joining the killing. Those who re-
sisted, many being moderate Hutus, were themselves murdered.

What makes the genocide even more tragic, Mr. Chairman, is
that the United Nations, as well as the Unite States and its allies,
could easily have prevented the s]auﬁhter. After the death of 10
Belgian U.N. peacekeepers at the hands of extremist militias
known as Interahamwe, Belgium decided to remove all of their
troops. To keep from appearing as if they were acting alone, the
Belgian foreign minister telephoned U.S. ecretagy of State Warren
Christopher and asked if the United States would call for the with-
drawal of all UNAMIR troops. The United States agreed.

Despite the calls for additional assistance from General Romeo
Dallaire, the U.N. Supreme Commander in Rwanda, the Security
Council voted to withdraw all but a few of the peacei(eepers. Most
of the Interahamwe were armed with nothing more than machetes
and clubs. Thus, a well-armed force of a few thousand strategically
pﬂacﬁd“peacekeepers could have stopped or at least greatly reduced
the killing.

In 1994, close to 1 million people were killed in a planned and
systematic genocide. How did this carnage occur when the world
declared after World War II that it would never again tolerate such
violence? Who is responsible? Why did the international community
fail to respond? How can we stop the continuing cycle of violence
in the Great Lakes region? In this, the most inclusive examination
into the Rwandan genocide ever conducted by the United States, I
hope we can begin to find the answers to these and other ques-
tions. Regardless, eventually the truth will be known. . .

It is interesting that Secretary General Kofi Annan will be in
Kigali tomorrow. Perhaps his visit will shed some light on the rea-
sons why the United Nations and the international community ab-
dicated 1ts responsibility in 1994.

I would like to thank the witnesses, some of whom have traveled
great distances to be here with us today. They have come because
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of the tragedy that the world knows as Rwanda. They have come
because they viewed this hearing as an important step in informing
the Congress and the American people of what went wrong in
Rwanda and how we can help to make it right.

But although these witnesses travelled great distances to be with
us, I regret the U.S. State Department deemed a hearing inves-
tigating this tragedy, the death of 1 million men, women and chil-
dren, unworthy of their traveling just across town. In the weeks
leading up to today, State Department officials telephoned my of-
fice on more than one occasion expressing their displeasure with
this hearing. One person actually raised her voice at my staff, as-

serting that this is completely unnecessary.
All of this opposition raises a question as to whether the State

Department officials believe that today is simply unworthy of their
particlgatlon, or_perhaps there is another reason why they don't

want this event to happen.

I do, however, welcome Mr. McCall from USAID. Formu]ating an
effective policy can only be accomplished in learning from previous
mistakes, from rehabilitation, so it must be clear that our purpose
for asking how and why is not simply to condemn, but rather to
ensure that “never again” means “never again.”

The Great Lakes region has vast natural and human resources,
offering enormous economic potential. Crafting an effective partner-
ship with this region will benefit the people of central Africa and
the United States.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for calling this hearing.

Chairman SMITH. Thank you for your very strong opening state-

ment.
I would like to ask Mr. Richard McCall, who was appointed Chief

of Staff at the U.S. Agency for International Development in May
1993, to present his testimony.

Before joining USAID, Mr. McCall was a professional staff mem-
ber of the Senate Committee on Forei lations and the Sub-
committee on International Economic Policy, Oceans, and the Envi-
ronment. During the Carter Administration, Mr. McCall was the
Assistant Secretary of State for International Organization Affairs.

Thank you, Mr. McCall. I look forward to your testimony.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD McCALL, CHIEF OF STAFF, UNITED
STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Mr. McCALL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I wanted to

express my appreciation for your inviting me to participate in to-
day’s hearings. The manner in which the international community
reacted to the Rwanda genocide before, during and afterwards, has
led to considerable soul-searching among donors, both international
and nongovernmental relief organizations. .
The international community was ill-equipped to deal with the
post-cold war world, Earticularl the emergence of complex emer-
encies, many of which have had as their underpinnings ethnic, ge-
igious, cultural and nationalistic roots. .
is vexing reality has led to several informal meetings com-
rised of donors, international humanitarian orfamzations and
KIGO’s. The most recent meeting was held on April 3 and 4 of this
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ear in Stockholm, Sweden, with some 40 representatives of these
stitutions participating. Swedish Forei inister Jan Eliason
opened the meeting bﬁ' raising five questions which were directed
at the functioning of the international system.

One, have we sufficiently analyzed and adapted to the reality of

today’s conflicts? The answer is no.
Two, do we have comprehensive answers to those complex con-

flicts and do those answers reflect the realities on the ground? The

answer is no.
Three, do we look at these conflicts within the totality of all

interventions—military, political, humanitarian, and economic? The
answer is no. '

Do we have the mechanisms not only to mobilize effective re-
sources, but also to ensure that those resources are used to amelio-
rate the root causes of conflict? The answer is no.

How can we maintain the integrity, let alone apply the principles
of humanitarian law, when many actors are nonstate actors? That
is a challenge we have faced not only in the Great Lakes, but in
Bosnia and Somalia, as well, in recent times.

The primary focus of the Stockholm conference was a retrospec-
tive of the Great Lakes crisis. As I mentioned in my prepared
statement, the issues raised by these questions have been more
than amply documented by a number of assessments.

I have at length described Rwanda’s recent L)ast. Our challenge
now is to chart a course for the present and the future which re-
flects the reality of that past. Genocide is a historical event that
informs history from the day it begins and forever into the future.

We have a problem. The international community initiated its
lonf-term engagement with Rwanda by accommodating violence,
and we allowed the genocidaires to set up shop in the camps. Un-
fortunately, this contributed to the institutionalization of violence,
rather than breaking the cycle of impunity which gave rise to the
genocide in the first place.

The solution to that problem is to be unequivocally clear about
the %enocide and its perpetrators. The nature of the evil continuing
to plague the region cannot be underestimated. Not only are the
enocidaires committed to finishing what was left undone in 1994,

u& they continue to be willing to kill and sacrifice their own people
to do so.

Another part of the solution is to take serious stock of the lessons
learned. In my view, the stakes are high enough that only this kind
of structural response will get to the root of the problem. .

The Administration certainly has made clear its commitment in
taking the lead and meeting this problem head on:

First, Secretary of State Madeleine Albright's speech before the
Organization of African Unity in December, where she acknowl-
edged our responsibility for not acting sooner to deal with the un-
folding genocide in Rwanda;

Second, the President’s recent historic trip to Africa, where a
considerable amount of time was spent both at the Entebbe summit
with heads of state and in Rwanda detailing the commitment of the
U.S. Government in preventing a reoccurrence of the events of
1994. At the behest of the Administration, the U.N. Arms Flow
Commission for the Great Lakes has been reconstituted in an effort
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to cut off the supply of arms which is fueling widespread conflict
in the region and the continued genocide in Rwanda.

The Administration is committed to taking the lead in the cre-
ation of an international coalition against genocide in the Great
Lakes region. The Administration looks forward to working with
you and other members of the legislative branch in securing fund-
ing for the Great Lakes Justice Initiative. In the case of Rwanda,
that initiative will build upon work we are already doing with the
government to strengthen the justice system, including the system
of military justice.

Following the President’s visit, resources have been made avail-
able to work with Radio Rwanda to develop reconciliation programs
and to deal with the hate propaganda the genocidaires continue to
promote.

One of the most significant achievements of the President’s trip
to Africa was a communiqué agreed upon by the heads of state who
attended. All the leaders, including President Bizimungu of Rwan-
da, committed themselves to the protection of human rights, de-
mocratization and the promotion of the rule of law.

The Administration is committed to working with Rwanda and
the region to accomplish the goals set out in the Entebbe summit.
The Entebbe communiqué also committed the heads of state to
deny extremist networks the use of their territory, postal services,
airports, financial institutions, and communications systems. The
heads of state called upon all states to implement tight controls
over these networks abroad.

The heads of state also pledged to support the efforts of the OAU
imminent personality study ofg the Rwandan genocide and the sur-
rounding events.

The U.S. Government will be working closely with the Govern-
ment of Rwanda in preparing for local elections to be held in a
number of communities later this year. The goal is to begin build-
ing the processes of participatory democracy from the bottom up.
One of our flagship projects in Rwanda is the Office of Transition
Initiatives’ “Women in Transition” program, designed to meet eco-
nomic and social needs of women in Rwanda, Hutu and Tutsi alike.

We will be participating in meetings with like-minded donors
later this month and in early June to work out a strategic frame-
work for the Government of Rwanda to more effectively meet the
economic and social needs of all Rwandans.

In sum, we are forging a comprehensive political, economic, and
social strategy to prevent the recurrence of genocide and to pro-
mote a transition to a stable, inclusive, and peaceful Rwanda, and
we are not doing it alone. We will be engaged collaboratively with
other like-minded donors who share the same concerns and the
same goals. We look forward to working with Congress and moving

this process forward. o o
Once again, I want to express my appreciation for your invitation

to testify today. Thank you. ' .
[The prepared statement of Mr. McCall appears in the appendix.]

Chairman SMITH. Thank you very much, Mr. McCall.
Mr. Ballenger, do you have an opening comment?
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Mr. BALLENGER. I would just like to thank everybody for having
the hearing. I have no statement. I am here for an education, to
be frank with you.

Chairman SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Ballenger.

Mr. McCall, let me ask you a couple of questions. First, I think

ou probably saw the article, which brought renewed focus, in the

ew Yorker magazine that has just been published, “The Genocide
Fax, Annals of Diplomacy,” by Philip Gourevitch. He makes the
point, after pointing out that after the fax from the U.N. military
commander on the scene in Rwanda, Dallaire pointed out that an
informant had given incredibly incisive information about an up-
coming mass slaughter. As a matter of fact, the informant was
given the sad and sorry task of compiling names of Tutsis who
would be then, according to him, executed systematically in a mas-
sive way. . _ .

The information goes on, it was given over the name of Kofi
Annan, who is obviously the head of the U.N. peacekeeping oper-
ations, and the response back was to do nothing, apparently. Yet
the information was told to be shared with certain ambassadors,
including the U.S. Ambassador in Rwanda.

What was done with that information when it was received by
the United, States?

Mr. McCALL. Mr. Chairman, I have no knowledge of that. What
I know is what I have read. Early on, after the genocide took place,
we established an interagency working group—and I don’t know if
this answers your question—to basically start looking at crisis
early warning and melding that into a preventive strategy. And in
one of the sessions that we had that included the State Depart-
ment’s INR Bureau, DIA, CIA, USAID, I asked the question.

I said, if you go back and look at the genesis of the Rwandan
enocide, why didn't the red flags go up when the Interahamwe mi-
itias were being trained and armed? It was public knowledge. Ev-

erybody could see these exercises that were going on. The response
from the DIA analyst was that our biggest problem is we have not
adjusted to the post-cold war era.

he only concern we had was, who was arming the Rwandan
military and who was training the Rwandan military? So within
the context of an analytical framework, these things don’t show up
on the radar screen.

I have argued for some time, from the very beginning of this Ad-
ministration—and it wouldn’t have been just this Administration;
I don’t care who would have won the election 8 years ago or 5 years
ago—the biggest challenge we had was to make the adjustment
from the cold war era. We were not structured in a way to really
look at information within the context of the types of crises that
we now are experiencing, and the ones we are going to have to deal
with well into the future.

This is not to apologize whatsoever for information that may or
may not have been available and not acted upon. But the simple
fact of the matter is we in the international community have been
ill prepared to deal with this information and to act upon it. .

Mr. SMiTH. I appreciate that answer. Major General Dallaire,
however, a person who obviously had information that was abso-
lutely timely and was, according to this article and according to
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other information that we on the Subcommittee have seen, ready
to act very quickly, but got the word back from Kofi Annan, and
by way of a memo or fax, apparently, the other international par-
ticipants, especially the United States, had this information.

Again I want to echo what my good friend, Ms. McKinney, said
earlier, we wanted to hear from the State Department. It proi)ably
would have the information that we seek as to what did we know,
when did we know it, and what did we do with it. Not to listen to
the head peacekee[)er when he has information that is timely about
athbtg'rtiﬁc potential massacre that is in the making is incompetent,
at best.

Notwithstanding the post-cold war environment, hopefully we
learned those lessons from Bosnia. I remember hearing General
Brent Scowcroft, when I came back from Bukavu, telling me this
is] a post-cold war period. Let Europe handle it. Things will take
place.

By the end of the Bush Administration, they had come to the ag-
onizing realization that Europe had dropped the ball on it and the
time for decisive action had passed. Hopefully, that lesson was
learned in Rwanda or when the potential of a massacre was begin-
ning to become apparent.

Again, to have such timely information seemingly was a godsend,
because, as Ms. McKinney again pointed out, a well-armed action
on the part of Dallaire might have stopped hundreds of thousands
of Ipeop e from bein% slaughtered.

would respectfully request on behalf of the Subcommittee that
we get that information from the State Department in detail as to
what did we know, where were the decisions made, what kind of °
collaboration did we have with our other Western allies who, ac-
cording to the fax back to Dallaire, admonished him—or advised
him, I should say—to deliver this information to the French and
the Belgian ambassadors. What did we do? Did we just put it on
a shelf or did we at least take it seriously? It seems to me we need
to know this to better get a handle on the situation.

We have received some reports that equipment purchased for the
use of judicial gersonnel, particularly motor vehicles, have been
confiscated by the military. Is USAID aware of such reports and

what are we doing in response to that?

Mr. McCALL. Just a second.

I am not aware of any.

Mr. SMITH. If you could—

Mr. McCaLL. We will look at that, yes.

Mr. SMITH [continuing]l. And get back to us for the record, we
would appreciate that. . .

In your opinion, what impact do the recent public executions of
convicted %enocide perpetrators, what impact does that have on the

prospects for peace and reconciliation? Especially since, if the re-
orts are correct, Keople were in an almost jovial laughmg mood.
t f the French guil-

t reminds me of the pictures we see sometimes o _ '
lotine during the French Revolution, of this almost carnival-like at-

mosphere. _ .
Second, shouldn’t those cases be handled by the War Crimes Tri-

bunal as a better venue to adjudicate those cases?
Mr. McCALL. OK, let me answer that in two parts.
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I have been to Rwanda a number of times, We lost 18 of our for-
eign service nationals who worked for USAID during the genocide.
Our people were evacuated; they weren't. Every one of the nation-
a}g at survived had family members who were lost in the geno-
- cide. :
When I go back, I spend a considerable amount of time with the
survivors, and I keep running through my own mind how fortunate
I am that it wasn’t my children and my family that were the sub-
ject of such horror. I have two sons and a wife who are the most
im{mrtant people in my life,

will say love is a most powerful, if not the most powerful, emo-
tion that anyone could experience. But when you lose someone
under those circumstances, I wonder in my own mind what my re-
action would be. What thin line is there between love and revenge?

I go back. I sit down with these people and they say, you know,
we act as if life is normal. We act as if we enjgy our work. We
laugh. But deep down the pain won't go away. You walk around
that country and you can see the physical scars, the healed ma-
chete chops on faces and heads. But I will tell you one thing, the
scars that will never heal are the emotional scars.

I can’t judge in my own estimation, because I don’t know what
my reaction would be under similar circumstances. But all I know
is that the executions did accomplish one purpose. It is like lancing
a boil. And the end result is that what is happening now within
the prisons in Rwanda is that people are starting to lay out confes-
sions, and the plea bargaining process is under waiy.

It may not be something that we find particularly acceptable, but
I can’t judge something when I myself have doubts in my own mind
how I would react under similar circumstances.

It may not be a good answer, Mr. Chairman, but all I can do is
basically reach inside myself and ask myself the question, would I
have reacted differently? I am not so sure I would.

Mr. SMITH. So is the Administration convinced that those who
have been executed were guilty, that due process was followed?

Mr. McCALL. I think for the most part. William Chavis, who is
a law professor, I think at the University of Quebec, who has spent
5 years in Rwanda looking at the judicial processes, says early on
a handful of defendants did not have benefit of attorney; but he
also states that since a number of people have been acquitted, it
is his sense that they are getting as fair trials as possible under
the circumstances.

If you look at the tribunal, it has been 3%z years since the tribu-
nal was established. Not one conviction yet.

I think from the standpoint of reconciliation and the ability of
the Rwandans to start be,girming to resolve this question, you need
to see at least some semblance of gustice finally being rendered.

I do think over the long term if we address what I think are the
fundamental issues that have been laid out in the U.S. Committee
on Refugees’ recent report on Rwanda, the basic economic and so-
cial problems that continue to plague all sectors of that population,;
if we do not deal with the social and economic deprivation that is

oing on in that society that will continue to create tensions among
the various groups; I think it will contribute not only to the con-
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tinuation of the tensions, but also remain a major obstacle to rec-
onciliation in that societir.
Rwandans have to pull together, but they have to have the tools

to pull together.
Mr. SMITH. Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the War Crimes

Tribunal?

Mr. McCALL. I think the War Crimes Tribunal—after foot-drag-
ging and administrative problems, is finally reaching the point
where it should be. But it took far too long for it to get to where
it should be. :

Mr. SMITH. Could you tell me if USAID is funding and will con-
tinue to fund the U.N. human rights field operation in Rwanda? Is
it the policy of the United States that this operation must continue
to investigate alleged civil rights abuses by insurgents and by the
Rwandan Government, as well as to provide tactical assistance to
the Rwandan Government?

Mr. McCALL. We support the human rights field operation in
Rwanda. I think one of the things early on—and it is very, very im-
portant for that operation to begin accomplishing this—we felt that
not only the monitoring and reporting was important, but they had
to start building up the capacity and society to do that job them-
selves. And I think that is a major and still remains a major issue
for them to focus on.

But they need to build up the indigenous capacity from the
standpoint of resgect for human rights, but also for people to, for
the first time in their history, raise their hand and stay, stop, when
it comes to threatening to kill somebody or killing somebody, stop.
That is against the law.

Society has to be mobilized across the board if human rights over
the long term are to be something that is cherished and respected
in that society.

Mr. SMITH. Has there been any resistance by the Rwandan Gov-
ernment to the continued monitoring by international investigators
of the U.N. human rights field operation?

Mr. McCaLL. Mr. Chairman, not that I am aware of. I heard
there was a report a couple of weeks ago where the head of the
human rights operation in Rwanda had expressed satisfaction that
the Rwandan Government was responding very positively on the

human rights side.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you.
Ms. McKinney.

Ms. McKINNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. '
Mr. McCall, how much assistance does our government provide

to Rwanda today and, in your estimation, do you think that is
enough? And if it is not, what are the areas we should be involved
in toielp that country rehabilitate itself? _

Mr. McCALL. Our total assistance for this fiscal year is $16.5
million. Our planned assistance for next year is $7.5 million.

Ms. McKINNEY. Planned assistance is going down?

Mr. McCALL. Yes. _

You are asking me a question that I am going to give my per-

sonal view——
Ms. McKINNEY. OK.
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Mr. McCALL [continuing]. Which is sometimes one of the reasons

they don’t like me coming up.

think we are clearly not doing enough. I think from the very,
very beginning the problem inside Rwanda—and once again, you
have to get an understanding of the sense of the government dur-
ing this whole episode the past 4 years. I mean, we have poured
hundreds of millions of dollars into the refugee camps in the case
of Rwanda.

I attended the donor conferences. Pledges in the hundreds of mil-
lions were made. But the way donors operate within the context of
post-crisis, very little disbursal of these resources was made in a
timely fashion.

I firmly believe that unless the basic issues of economic depriva-
tion, which include basic health services, education and job oppor-
tunities, are addressed, reconciliation will not take place in that so-
ciety. You have basically, as the U.S. Committee for Refugees has
detailed in their report, five different populations there—it is not
a Hutu-Tutsi situation—five different populations that have dif-
crent experiences that basically shape and influence their view of
life inside Rwanda. '

Our biggest challenge is, at the community level, to get people
to come together around common problems and to assure that re-
sources are there, quite frankly, for them to deal with and solve
their common problems. We clearly are not doing enough.

This whole issue of debt and managing the external debt from
the previous regime is a major, major obstacle from the standpoint
of the government’s ability to provide the resources to tackle some
of these fundamental problems.

I might add that in the context of what we are planning to do
next year, a significant portion of the Great Lakes justice initiative
monies will be going to Rwanda. That is why it doesn’t show up
in the planned expenditures.

Ms. MCKINNEY. When the President went to Rwanda, he an-
nounced $30 million in the Great Lakes initiative. However, that
is money that hasn’t even been authorized or appropriated yet. So
that is not money that is on the table.

Mr. McCALL. That is absolutely correct.

Ms. MCKINNEY. So that is engaging in public relations and not
substantive contribution to the rehabilitation of the country as far
as I am concerned.

$2 million was announced for the survivors. Is that enough?

Mr. McCALL. I think it is a start, and I think it will catalyze con-
tributions from other donors as well. But, no, clearly it is not
enough.

Clearly we don’t have enough to do everything we are called
upon to do in Africa. I think that is a major issue not only for the
Administration, but for the Congress as well. Africa is going
through transitions. Some of these transitions are goigg to be very,
very messy. It is going to require us doing business differently than
wer{mve ever done before if we are going to be able to help mitigate
the consequences of many of these transitions and prevent, quite
frankly, violent transitions, that in the event we can’t completely

control it, at least to mitigate it.
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That requires not only resources, but it also requires the ability
of us to put people in the field. Our operating expenses right now
will not allow us to adequately staff our programs in the field.

So these are the realities that we are going to have to address
if we are going to be able to more effectively respond to these chal-
lenges. I think, quite franklé, despite the Rwandas, despite the
Democratic Republics of the Congo and the like, the opportunities
are there if we just demonstrate that we have the capacity, will,
and resources to participate in taking advantage of these opportu-
nities.

Ms. MCKINNEY. So could you remind us how much was spent on
the refugee cam&)‘i?

Mr. McCALL. The estimates go up to $2 billion,

Ms. MCKINNEY. $2 billion?

Mr. McCALL. Yes.

Ms. MCKINNEY. And our contribution next year is estimated to
be $7.5 million?

Mr. McCALL. When I say $2 billion, not the United States.

Ms. McCKINNEY. I understand. I understand.

Could you tell me who the leader of the rebels is? The leader of
the rebels who are now continuing to fight in Rwanda?

Mr. McCALL. I don’t know who the leader is, and I don’t consider
them rebels; I consider them genocidaires. There is a difference be-
tween a rebel and a genocidaire.

Ms. McKINNEY. Do you know who their leader is?

Mr. McCALL. No.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Does anyone know?

Mr. McCaALL. I don’t know.

Ms. McKINNEY. Do you think a negotiated settlement is possible
with a genocidaire?

Mr. McCaALL. No. In the history of this kind of murder, would
anybody ask you to negotiate with your killers whose primary pur-
pose in life is to finish the job?

Ms. McKINNEY. It is my understanding at one time the U.S. Gov-
ernment was asking the RPF to negotiate with the genocidal lead-
ers,
Mr. McCALL. It certainly didn’t come up in the context of any of
the interagency meetings we had. I would have, since I have a
volatile temper anyway in these meetings, you would have seen an
explosion that would have ripped off the top of the building if it
had come up.

I am not aware that that was ever done. But I find it totally of-
fgnsive that we would even contemplate asking for something like
that.

Ms. McCKINNEY. Finally, Mr. Chairman, I have one more ques-
tion.

Mr. SMITH. Yes.
Ms. MCKINNEY. Has the Africa Bureau or State Department, to

your knowledge made any changes as a result of what happened
in Rwanda so that at least its response time, its recognition that
there is a problem of substance more than just a civil war kind of
situation—what have we done to change the way we operate so

that we can be better equipped in the future?
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Mr. McCALL. I think basically there have been changes, and I
have tremendous re(sipect and admiration for Susan Rice. I think
she is very dedicated. And if there is one thing that she is ve
very adamant on, this is not going to happen again, and we er{i
focus our attention on resources in any way, shape or form, to pre-
vent it from happening again.

Yes, I think it has changed.

Ms. MCKINNEY. That is with the culture that Susan Rice brings.
Have alx\?' institutional changes been made?

Mr. McCaLL. I think changes are as much personality as any-
thing, and I think from the top of the department on tf:)wn, this
is an issue that the people are not going to let go of. This is some-
thing that they are not going to sit back and basically say, well,
there is only so much we can do. This is not something that people
are going to allow to fade from their memories.

So I do think that from the standpoint of the commitment of the
Administration, and it is from the President on down, I think it is
reflected throughout the executive branch, there is a greater focus
on the Great Lakes at every effort of the United States, at every
level of the U.S. Government, than there ever has been before. So
I think, Iz'es, it has affected institutional changes.

I think a primary example is when hate radio broadcasts started
once again, teams were deployed basically to get a handle on how
we deal with it, and I think the issue of dealing with hate radio
and propaganda and the need to work with the Government of
Rwanda to deal with the reconciliation throughout that society,
using radio, which is a major means of communication in that
country, yes, does demonstrate a change and a more proactive
stance on our part.

Ms. McKINNEY. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SMITH. Thank Kou very much. Mr. Ballenger.
Mr. BALLENGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As I said, I am not

terribly knowledgeable along these lines. Was there not a genocide
that occurred here previously? I don’t know whether Hutus at-
tacked Tutsis or Tutsis attacked Hutus, but wasn’t there sometime
in the fairly recent past, 40 or 50 years ago? Or am I mistaken?

Mr. McCALL. I am not familiar, Burundi has been—the neighbor
to the south has seen massive killings that are ethnic-based over,
particularly, the last decade.

In the case of Rwanda, in 1959 when Rwanda gained independ-
ence and the Belgians turned over the government to the then-
Hutu majority, you had a number of killings which led to a massive
exodus of Tutsis into the surrounding countries, particularly Ugan-
da and Tanzania.

Many people who understand the history of this country say the

enocide began in 1990 when 500 Tutsis were killed in the

uhengeri area, which is the hotbed, the northwest is the hotbed
of the genocidaires, when 500 people were killed. The people in-
volved 1n the killings were identified, and when the case went to
court, it was thrown out by the judge on a technicality. .

So from the standpoint of history, 1959-60 and 1990 are kind of
similar events that laid a framework for the ultimate genocide to

begin in 1994.
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Mr. BALLENGER. Again, just trying to educate myself on why this
occurred. Was it not a position that the Tutsis supposedly were the
superior race and Hutus were enslavéd or something? Again, I am
just remembering vague things that come out of the past to me.

Mr. McCALL. Going back in history, before colonization, you had
a Tutsi kingdom in Rwanda. You had Tutsi royalty, you had Hutus
and Tutsis serving under that royalty, primarily as equals.

The dispute arose when the Tutsi kingdom, which the Army com-
prised both Hutus and Tutsis, expanded into what is now north-

west Rwanda and into areas of the Kabus.
This was a system from a cultural standpoint that treated mem-

bers of society, whether you are Hutu or Tutsi, the same under the
royalty. They were equals; there were customs that basically re-
warded each other for particular valor in combat. But it is the
northwest where this kingdom was expanded that met the most re-
sistance; and historically, it has been the northwest that has been
the primary hotbed of radicalism.

In the post-independence era, when you had a Hutu Government,
it wasn’t a Hutu Government per se, it was comprised of an elite
from the northwest. The southerners, southern Hutus, were treated
as less than equals as well. There has been this north-south divide
between Hutus historically, which is a reason why a lot of Hutus
were killed in the genocige as well. They wanted accommodation
with the Tutsis. They wanted to find a way to build a society that
hogzﬁxlly, ultimately would be a nonethnic society. But that wasn’t
to be.

Mr. BALLENGER. As you may know, I was heavily involved in
both El Salvador and Nicaragua during their wars and in each
case, a person, an individual stepped forward—I was thinking spe-
cifically of Mrs. Chamorro in Nicaragua, who was a person that
both sides could support. She spent her whole years in reconcili-
ation, because so many people killed each other.

Is there any kind of leadership like that available in this area,
where somebody really cares enough to try to put it together?

Mr. McCALL. I think the current government, which is comprised
of Hutus and Tutsis alike, are committed to that, and I think, quite
frankly, and it may be naive, there is a commitment to creating a
nonethnic society.

One of the first things this government did was issue new iden-
tity cards that did not have the ethnic identity on the card. Those
cards were cards that were developed during the Belgian occupa-
tion, as colonial powers—to make a distinction between Tutsis and
Hutus; this government doesn’t want a distinction between Tutsis
and Hutus. Those cards basically became the death warrant.

Mr. BALLENGER. Do you personally have a feeling that there is
a chance or a hope in this community?

Mr. McCALL. Con?ressman, you have to. You cannot give up on
the world, particularly this ]iart of the world. . .

I think genocide has implications far beyond the area in which
it happens. To not feel it deeply inside you—this has changed me.
I never have experienced anything that has impacted on me per-

-sonally as something like this. This is something I will carry to my

grave because of the implications it has for humankind.
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You can’t get it out of your sgstem. There is not a day that goes
by that I don’t think about it. But it is my obligation, and I tgink
it is the obligation of all of us, to hold these feelings. That is the
only way, in my estimation, as a public servant, that I can push
when I see things that may be developing, that are reminiscent of
this, that I push to make sure as a public servant, I carry out my
moral obligation to ensure it doesn’t happen again.

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. McCall, thank you. I would say that I hope
there are a whole bunch more people like you in the world. Thank
you.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. McCall, when the mass exodus into Zaire was oc-
curring, and we had some timely information from Yeople like Lio-
nel Rosenblatt and others that another massive killing was occur-
ring, what was USAID’s response to that? Because Assistant Sec-
retary Phyllis Oakley came and testified, and at that point the
word from the Administration was in the not-too-distant future, al-
most imminently, there would be access so that the international
humanitarian assistance could find a way to those who were suffer-
ingvand dying.

as the lesson learned agp]ied there? Because I felt personally,
as chairman, that we were being stonewalled there. Hutu, Tutsi, if
a child is being slaughtered or hacked to death, I couldn’t care less
what their ethnicity was or what sins or crimes their parents may
have committed. That person is in need of help, and a refugee is
a refugee regardless of race or color and, as I said, regardless of
whether Hutu or Tutsi.

Was that lesson applied there? Because many of us felt that we
were being stonewalled, and as I said in my opening comments, we
were getting back from our own representatives on the ground that
they were unconvinced about the numbers that we were getting
from the refugee community which has no ax to grind other than
assistance. That is their whole raison d’etre.

Mr. McCALL. Mr. Chairman, that is a good question. We didn’t
know what the numbers were. One of the big i1ssues the summer
before this happened was the unwillingness of the camp leaders to
allow us into the camps. I talked to refugees who came back, in the
repatriation working with NGO’s, who basically walked away from
the camps; and they said the reason they walked away from the
camps was because of the morality of sustaining basically genocide
there in the camp, but also there was double-counting going on in
the camps, that a number of the identity cards to get rations,
Zaireans were using them.

So from the standpoint of how many people existed in the camps,
particularly in the Goma camps, we have no idea because there
was an unwillingness—and they got very violent about it when the
census takers tried to come into the camp. So I think there was a
dispute as to how many were actually in those camps.

We sent a DART team out early on during this crisis when the
alliance forces were moving against the camps to see if we could
establish humanitarian aid corridors. It was just complete chaos at
that particular time. .

I would also like to give you a sense of the discussion on the mul-
tinational force. I would like to go back to October 1993 in Somalia
when U.S. servicemen were killed in Somalia and the outcry in this
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country about U.S. servicemen dying in a country where we have
very few interests; and once again, I disagree with that.

I' think humanitarianism is—probably from a morality stand-
oint and from a human stand]gomt and from the standpoint of the
uman community dealing with this problem is not something that

you put down at the bottom of the priority list.

Mr. SMITH. And this was done in a totally bipartisan way.

Mr. McCALL. I agree.
Mr. SMITH. You may recall the outcry that came from the Hill

when Secretary of Defense Les Aspin and others within the Admin-
istration came forward and it became apparent that there was a re-
fusal to provide the requisite backup to our men, that the killings
of our servicemen were unnecessary because they did not have the
kind of firepower that the commanders on the ground, a political
decision was made, and that is where the angst was on Capitol
Hill. I will never forget the meetings we had where Democrats and
Republicans rose and took the Administration to task.

oss of life is part of the sad equation when people are deployed
in such hazardous areas, but when a political decision was made
such as it was in Somalia not to back them up, that is when both
sides of the aisles went ballistic.

The lesson of Somalia was, if you are going to make that kind
of a deployment, do it in a way, as Colin Powell would say, so that
you have a superior force to meet any contingency. And that was
not done, because it wasn’t politically correct or could not carry the
dagibased on a calculation at the White House.

r. MCCALL. Let me complete what I was saying, Mr. Chairman.

Once again, I think from the standpoint of tg':e international sys-
tem it has to be restructured from the peacekeeping standpoint.
Peacekeeping doesn’t get you what you need in situations like this.
You have to have within the international system the political will
to implement it and the forces that will go in basically to do the
disarming,

We are kind of caught betwixt and between, patching a system
together. There has to be a consensus within the community and
the countries comprising a multinational force, that is a primary
responsibility of that force, to engage, to use force, and to be willin
to take casualties in the name of dealing more effectively wit
these problems.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. McCall.
Ms. MCKINNEY. Yes, I have one additional question, although I

understand that we are operating under time constraints.

‘My question is that we have had some previous testimony at
other hearings about the nature or the characterization of the cur-
rent Rwandan Government as one of exclusion. Would you agree

with that or disagree with that?

Mr. McCALL. I disagree.
Ms. MCKINNEY. Would you explain?
Mr. McCALL. You have a President who is Hutu. As I recall, 1

think the parliament, the national assembly, probably has more
Hutus than Tutsis. I think it is a government that is committed to
inclusion.

The fact that they want, from an economic standpoint, decen-
tralization down to the commune level and focus on the political
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and economic structures of the commune level, is not a government
that is committed to exclusion. I mean, you are %iving up power by
wanting to decentralize control down to the local level, so I do not
think it is an exclusionary government at all.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Thank you. '

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SMITH. Any other comments from the panel?

The Eentlemen from New Jersey.

Mr, PAYNE. Let me first of all apologize for being late. My plane
was delayed.

I didn’t hear the testimony, but I certainly have had strong con-
cerns about the behavior of the world community during the tragic
time when the genocide took glace. The fact is that the Western
world, the U.N. apparatus and the member states found reasons
not to get involved, and this was wrong.

We made appeals to our government to involve itself in this.
There was a request for 50 armored personnel carriers. There were
requests from us for our government to get involved—not our gov-
ernment per se, but for our representative to the United Nations
to urge the United Nations to act, and we did not have that.

I will save most of my questions and comments for later. I went
with Secretary Perry to the camps when cholera was taking many
lives after the tremendous number of people went into the Goma
camp. I went back several months later with a number of NGO’s
with C. Payne Lucas from Africare, with Julia Taft, an NGO, and
we visited the camps where at that time there was no disarmament
going on. There were probably weapons starting to come into the
camps. We urged that there be a separation of the refugees from
the Interahamwe and the ex-FAR, but that never happened.

I will just conclude by asking to have put into the record three
letters that I wrote the Administration and to President Clinton on
Ma{ 4, 1994, requesting that we ur%e the United Nations to move,
make a plea to Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali, May 4,
1994, signed}k&y the then-chairman of the Congressional Black Cau-
cus, Kweisi Mfume and myself as the ranking CBC member and
chair of the Congressional Black Caucus Brain Trust on Africa.

I have a second letter—of course, we got no response—that we
sent again to the President of the United States on June 16 outlin-
ing three steps that we thought would help the situation. Those

went unresponded too. )
And I have a third letter that we wrote on July 20 to the Presi-

dent asking that assistance be given there.

I also would like to have in the record a copy of a tape from the
MacNeil-Lehrer show when Ms. Albright was speaking about how
ineffective the United Nations was, and I expressed my indignation
and outrage that we would be questioning the U.N.’s ability to act
effectively and, therefore, decided not to do anything; and it was

wrong.
Anﬁ I have a second tape from another show that I want to have

put into the record. .

And finally, I would like for the hearing that was held in June
1994 where the former Assistant Secretary for Africa, Mr. Moose
testified, where we attempted to see if the word “genocide” would
be mentioned because we were wondering if genocide is going on,
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shouldn’t there be some international reaction, and the word “geno-
cide” was never mentioned.

And so I would like for the transcript from that hearing, because
once again it was abysmal, shameful behavior on the part of an Ad-
ministration; and the entire world sat by for the first time on tele-
wsiora to watch a holocaust. And I will have those submitted for the
record.

Mr. SMITH. Those will be part of the record.

You want Secretary Moose’s statement, just to be clear?

Mr. PAYNE. Yes.

Mr‘.i SMITH. Without objection, those will be made a part of the
record.

Mr. PAYNE. And also my questions to him.

Mr. SMITH. Sure.
And if there is something else, let us know.
[At time of grinting, the material had not been received. The

abovementioned letters, tapes and statement are filed in Mr.
Payne’s office.]

r. SMITH. Mr. McCall, thank you very much for your testimony.

I would like to have the secong panel come to the witness table.

Mr. McCALL. Thank you.
Mr. SMITH. The first panel is Dennis McNamara, who is the Di-

rector of the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees, Division of
International Protection. Prior to his current appointment, Mr.
McNamara was director of the human rights component of the
U.N. transitional authority in Cambodia, and he has served
UNHCR in several capacities throughout Southeast Asia during
the last 20 years.

Ambassador Shaharyar Khan is currently the chairman of Paki-
stan’s Foreign Service Reforms Commission. From 1994 to 1996,
Ambassador Khan served as the special representative of the U.N.
Secretarﬁ' General in Rwanda. In his 38 years of governmental
service, he has served as Pakistan’s Ambassador to Jordan and the
United Kingdom and also as Pakistan’s Foreign Secretary.

Mr. Alain Destexhe was appointed president of the International
Crisis Group in 1997. As a senator in the Federal parliament of
Belgium, he initiated the country’s parliamentary commission in-
quiry into the Rwanda genocide in 1995. From 1991 to 1995, he
was Secretary General of Medecins sans Frontieres International,
and was directly involved in mobilizing relief operations in Rwan-

da.

STATEMENT OF DENNIS McNAMARA, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF
INTERNATIONAL PROTECTION, UN. HIGH COMMISSIONER

FOR REFUGEES

Mr. SMITH. Mr. McNamara, you may begin.

Mr. MCNAMARA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

May 1 first say how much I appreciate the opportunity to be
here. I thank you and Members of the Subcommittee for that op-
portunity, and may I express appreciation for your support, and
that of your staff, on this difficult problem over a number of years.

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would speak to the formal
statement that we have submitted which is rather lengthy. It is
difficult for us, as for others, I am sure, to summarize in 10 min-
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utes the complexities of the refugee aspects of the Rwandan trag-
edy. I will attempt to do so very briefly.
ecause the Rwandan genocide and tragedy has also been a refu-
ee tragedy, it has been one of the biggest refugee tragedies that
JNHCR has faced since its creation nearly 50 years ago. I would
like to concentrate on what UNHCR has attempted to %o what it
has failed to do, and what it is trying to do in tge Great Lakes re-
gion since 1994.

I would like to emphasize, at the outset, that UNHCR is, first
and foremost, a refugee protection orglanization. It was created to
be a protection agency. It subsequently became one of the major
U.N. relief organizations, but its raison d’etre, its primary role, re-
mains protection of refugees.

A mass exodus from Rwanda followed the genocide. The mixed
nature of the camp populations, the location of camps on Rwanda’s
borders, the nonvoluntary nature of the exodus and of the camp
populations, in many respects, the lack of consistent and adequate
International backing for refugee ﬂrotection, among other aspects,
have raised some of the greatest challenges and led to some of the
greatest failures of refugee protection.

I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that the debate that has taken
lace over the numbers of refugees who are missing, unaccounted
or, has been largely unproductive and often not very scientific. But

by any account we can still not account for many tens of thousands
0 gersons who were previously in camps.

ne of the lessons from this tragedy has been the inability of
UNHCR and the requee protection system to function properly in
a lawless or semilawless conflict environment. It has raised fun-
damental challenges which have led to intensive soul-searching
and reflection within our organization, as in many others.

If I may briefly summarize or attempt to summarize the main
points of my statement, Mr. Chairman:

The mandate of UNHCR is to protect refugees, and parallel to
that there are treaty obligations on states to do the same. One hun-
dred thirty-two states are party to the Refugee Convention and
Protocol worldwide, 43 states in Africa are party to the OAU Con-
vention. I would emphasize that all states in the Great Lakes re-

ion of Africa are a party to the OAU Refugee Convention, and that

onvention imposes state responsibilities, treaty obligations on the
state’s parties. Those treaty obligations are supposed to be sup-
ported and supervised by UNHCR.

The treaty obligations include defining who is a refugee entitled
to protection, who should be excluded from refugee status for
crimes against humanity or war crimes, which would include geno-
cide, and when the refugee provisions of the treaty should cease to
apply to those populations.
he fundamental underpinning of the system, as you know, Mr.
Chairman, is the principle of “non-refoulement,” nonforcible return
to a situation where life or freedom of the persons concerned will
be in danger. I would like to emphasize throughout, Mr. Chaijrman,
the state responsibility, the treaty obligations that these instru-
ments impose on states. . .

The exodus from Rwanda in 1994 overwhelmed the international
system. It wasn’t the biggest of all time, but it was the fastest
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mass exodus that we had ever faced. A quarter of a million people
entered Tanzania in 24 hours in April 1994, and that figure
reached a half million a few days later. By July, 100,000 persons
a day were entering Goma, into eastern Zaire from northwest
Rwanda; and by late J‘i]f" robably a million Rwandans had en-
tered Zaire, And as Mr. McCall has mentioned, an indication of the
overwhelming of tire system was that 50,000, mainly women and
chllgren, died from cholera in the camps in Goma in the first
weeks.

By August 1994 we had aé)proximately 1.3 million refugees in
Zaire, 200,000 in Burundi, and 530,000 in Tanzania.

The camps in Zaire, I would like to emphasize, were in unsuit-
able locations, too close to the borders, designated and insisted
upon by the Government of Zaire. Already in the early months of
the exodus there was an emphasis on trying to promote repatri-
ation to Rwanda, and in fact, some 200,000 or 250,000 Rwandans
did spontaneously return in August 1994 from Zaire.

When UNHCR tried to organize return convoys, our convoys
were attacked by the leadership of the refugee population opposed
to repatriation. There were also appeals from an early stage for
separation of the ex-FAR, the ex-military, the militia, the
Interahamwe, the genocidaire, the political leadership from the ref-
ugee civilian population. Those appeals started almost immediately
after the exodus, including by UNHCR, and they were, by and
large, ignored by the international community.

In October 1994, for example, the High Commissioner, Mrs, .
Ogata, publicly announced the risks in the camps by the control
and the intimidation of the militia and the control of the assistance
in the camps through the political-military leadership of those
camps.

By the end of 1994, she had formally requested in New York to
the United Nations for military support to ensure separation of the
fighters from the civilians of the genocidaire from the civilians. By
the end of 1994, the Secreta eneral of the United Nations re-
ported that having approached some 40 governments without posi-
tive response, he could not follow up the recommendation for a se-
curity force to segarate those elements of the population, and re-
quested the UNHCR to attempt to make other arrangements.

As a result of that, UNHCR entered into an exceptional bilateral
agreement with the government of then-Zaire for 1,600 Zairian
elite troops to be made available under a civilian management sys-
tem, which we organized to try to restore some security in the
camps for humanitarian workers and to try to prevent some of the
intimidation and harassment that was taking place.

In February 1995, at the Bujumbura conference, which was held
with all parties attending, again there was an emphasis on the
need for separation, relocation aund repatriation. There were con-
sensus proposals from that conference, Mr. Chairman, again not
acted upon by the international community.

At the same time during 1995, there were reports of revenge
killings within Rwanda, massacre of IDPs and generally displace-
ment and insecurity in a number of parts of the country, also not
unlinked to cross-border attacks by the exiled militia groups in

Zaire.
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In mid-1996, I think it is important to note that Zaire attempted
to force back a large number of Rwandan refugees, They expelled
15,000 refugees, as a result of which 130,000 other refugees fled
into the hills in Zaire to avoid being expelled.

Nevertheless, repatriation efforts continued throughout 1995, in-
cluding, you may recall, an initiative by former President Carter
with the Cairo conference pronouncing that some 10,000 refugees
a week would return, but without any of the necessary details for
that to take place.

1996 also saw a continuation of those efforts. In the middle of
that year Burundi sent back 85,000 refugees from the camps in
northern Burundi. The High Commissioner for Refugees, Mrs.
Ogata, appealed to the Secretary General in New York in Septem-
ber and to our executive committee of governments in Geneva in
October to take further action to deal with the “lethal quagmire,”
as she called it, of the mixed camp populations.

Following attacks on Tutsi minorities in the Masisi region of
north Kivu, an announcement of similar action against
Ban amulenﬁe minorities in south Kivu, there were armed attacks
led by the alliance forces of Mr, Kabila at that time on the camps
starting in Uvira, working up through Bukavu and Goma begin-
ning in October 1996. As a result of those attacks, some 600,000
Rwandans went back into Rwanda from Zaire, and a large num-
ber—in our analysis, over 200,000—fled west into Zaire.

You will recall the gro osal for a multinational force, which Can-
ada offered to lead, which we strongly supported in order to try and
ensure humanitarian corridors, protection for humanitarian work-
ers and protection for genuine refugees, endorsed by Security
Council Resolution 1080. But again it failed because of a lack of
agreement in the Security Council, a lack of support by key govern-
ments for what we believed was a crucial initiative at that stage.

As a result of that failure, we faced one of the most chaotic refu-
gee situations we have ever tried to deal with in attempting to
track, assist and protect scattered civilians, I would emphasize, ci-
vilian Rwandans, throughout Zaire as they moved westward.

We were finally able to arrange evacuation for a group of 63,000
Rwandans back to Rwanda by air, in addition to some 215,000 who
went back on foot from Zaire into Rwanda. This is in addition to
the 600,000 who immediately went back at the time of the attack.
So total return from Zaire of Rwandans as a result of these initia-
tives by September 1997 had reached 880,000.

There were at the same time pressures by the Government of
Rwanda on neighboring states to return remaining Rwandans. As
a result, Gabon expelled 150 Rwandans, including recognized refu-
gees, in August 1997, and the new Zairian authorities expelled
some 600 Rwandans and Burundians from Kisangani in September
1997.

As a result of that action, Mr. Chairman, for the first time in the
history of UNHCR, Mrs. Ogata announced to the Security Council =
in New York the suspension of UNHCR's activities in eastern Zaire
for Rwandan refugees. We could no longer be assured of sufficient
securit’y for our staff, we couldn’t be assured of access, and we
couldn’t be assured of basic protection of the persons that we were
trying to assist. That suspension remains in effect today, and in
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October 1997 we were asked by the new Congolese authorities to
leave Goma, as were a number of other agencies.

_If I may, in summary, Mr. Chairman, come to the current activi-
ties that we are undertaking, I should emphasize that in addition
to the expenditures on refugees in Zaire which probably (we could

ive you exact figures) exceeded $200 million from UNHCR but not

y very much, during the same period we have spent or planned
to spend in the region of $180 million, inside Rwanda for reintegra-
tion, and returnee stabilization linked to reconciliation.

It is important, I think, Mr. Chairman, to recognize that the ref-
ugee population returning to Rwanda includes the old caseload, es-
sentially Tutsi refugees who had left since 1959, estimated by the
government to now number some $1.7 million in total returns. And
up to $40 million of our program has been to assist those old refu-
Eees to reestablish themselves in Rwanda. The program that we

ad glanned for this year was $59 million for Rwanda. I regret to
say, because of the very severe lack of support by governments for
funding that program, it will probably have to be cut almost in
half, and as a result of those cuts, we will not be able to undertake
the sort of rehabilitation, reintegration linked to reconciliation
grojects such as housing, which are desperately needed. The Presi-

ent of Rwanda has strongly urged the High Commissioner and re-
cently our Assistant High Commissioner to continue for as long as
we possibly can. The lack of financial support for this program is
a major concern for us today.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we have still, in our estimate, some
80,000 Rwandans scattered through 14 countries in the central Af-
rican region, most of whom have refused to repatriate to Rwanda.

As a result of that refusal, last year we encouraged and sup-
ported the governments in the region to undertake a screening, a
status determination to try and decide who among this population
should be recognized as refugees and who should be excluded as
perpetrators of genocide or crimes against humanity. It was an at-
tempt to try to make that crucial distinction that was never made
at the time the camps were established.

Today, over 4,000 Rwandans have been screened by the govern-
ments in the region; a large and difficult population remains
throughout that region which still needs to have their status prop-
erly fetermined. In this process, we are cooperating closely with
the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, which is support-
ive, but unable to deal with large numbers of those who might be
excluded, which is a problem; and through the International Crimi-
nal Tribunal we are trying to obtain all possible information on
those persons among this population who might be perpetrators of

the genocide. .
Finally, Mr. Chairman, if I could emghasize that UNHCR, like
many other agencies, feels that it has been unfairly left alone in
the Great Lakes crisis. We have been too often unsupported politi-
cally. Today, we are underfunded and we have been unprotected.
As a result, we have lost more of our staff members in the Great
Lakes operation than in any comparable operation of our history.
More than 30 of our staff, principally local staff, are missing or
dead as a result of our operations in that region since 1994. And
this, I would suggest, is inevitable if humanitarian agencies are
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pushed into conflict areas and left unprotected by either the politi-

cal or military support that we so desperately need.
Finally, Mr. Chairman, refugee protection also will only succeed

if the states which drafted the Conventions and signed them and
which created UNHCR and fund it give it the political backing nec-
essary, particularly in these lawless conflict areas, for those func-
tions to be carried out. We don’t have that backing today nec-
essarily, and as a result, we have had massive failures in refugee
protection,

My final appeal would be for all steps, any steps that your Sub-
committee could also take to support the need for institutions such
as ours to be stron%ly and properly and consistently supported in
zbese crucial and difficult areas of refugee protection in such situa-

ions.

Thank you very much. '
Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much, Mr. McNamara, and thank

you for the good work that you do, and you are speaking to the
choir because we do believe velgrestrongly in refugee protection on
this Subcommittee, but it can’t be stated often enough and I thank

you for reminding us and encouraging us.

['I(‘ihe ]prepared statement of Mr. McNamara appears in the ap-
pendix.

Mr. SMITH. Ambassador Khan.

STATEMENT OF SHAHARYAR M. KHAN, CHAIRMAN, FOREIGN
SERVICE REFORMS COMMITTEE AND FORMER SPECIAL
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE U.N. SECRETARY GENERAL TO

RWANDA

Mr. KHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am very grateful for the
opportunity to state my views on Rwanda before this august house.
I was the U.N. Secretary General's Special Representative in
Rwanda between the 4th of July and the 19th of April, 2 years, and
therefore, I witnessed the aftermath of genocide but not the build-

up to it.

I assumed that the reason why I was selected as the U.N. SRSG
was, I was completely distant from the theater of operations. My
preciecessor was an African, a Cameroonian who came under a
great deal of criticism; and I was selected partly because I came
rom a distant land and partly because, I suppose, Pakistan has
played a leading role in peacekeeping operations.

Mr. Chairman, I have selected four subjects because we have a
shortage of time, and four questions which I have put before you,
Mr. Chairman, and which I think are relevant, and they are:

First of all, were early warnings of genocide apparent? Were they
given? And if so, could these early warnings have prevented the

genocide that we saw after April 67 ) ‘
My second question is, why was the international community so

slow to respond to this crisis? Why was it so slow for a troop build-
up in the theater of o%erations and why were the mandates not fit-
ting the situation on the Tound? This was the second question.

e third question I ask is, why were the refugee camps allowed
to become hotbeds of militarization? Why was so much money
poured into camps, knowing that they were controlled by what we
now know to be the killers? And this went on for a long time, and
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my colleague to my right has given a rational background. I think
we need to probe further into that.
. The fourth question which I think is relevant is the question of
international justice and national justice. We know that in Rwanda
there are over 120,000 people squeezed into prisons. The situation
is horrendous and the process of judging these criminals has just
begun. Thirty-three people were recently sentenced to death.

3ut we also have in Arusha an international criminal tribunal
which generally has been felt to be too slow and too expensive, an
therefore, we need to focus on that. So if you allow me, 1 will just
answer these four questions very briefly within the 10 minutes that
you give me, Mr. Chairman, and then pass on to my very distin-
guished colleague on my left.

Now, as regards the genocide, could it have been foreseen and,
therefore, could it have been prevented?

With the benefit of hindsi ht, the answers to both these ques-
tions appear to be in the affirmative. So where did we go wrong?
Where did the world go wrong? And I would venture to suggest the
following points.

Against the backdrop of continuous ethnic strife, frequent vio-
lence, and mounting political tension in the region, it was evident
that after the breakdown of the Arusha Accords—that was in au-
tumn 1993—that Rwanda was heading for a civil war. This was
very apparent. The vital failure of the international community
was that it did not make the distinction between a civil war and
a genocide. These are two qualitatively different situations, dif-
ferent crises.

We have seen about 30 civil wars since 1970 in Africa alone, but
in this whole century, the whole of mankind has perhaps not seen
three genocides. The whole ?uestion of what is genocide is perhaps
beyond the comprehension of ordinary human beings.

won’t take your time, but I can describe the kinds of things
that went on. Even today, one cannot believe that this kind of hor-
ror actually took place on the ground. You cannot believe that a
family is entered 1n its house; its children are placed against the
wall, the parents are made to watch while, limb by limb, each child
is dismembered, and that is not enough, then the child is gashed
here with a machete and the parents are told we want to see you
watch the child die slowly. .

Now, this kind of horror is alien to the human conception. You
cannot forecast this kind of horror, this kind of genocide, but it
happened. It happened. We were not prepared for it.

y were we not prepared for it, I beheve it is because the world
yet another clash between eth-

was expecting yet another civil war . !
nic opponents, Hutu killing Tutsi, Tutsi killing Hutu. And this was

the picture that came out from the media, there were massacres
taking place, but very few people realized and much too late that
we were engaged in seeing a much more horrendous exercise, and
that was genocide. And the world didn’t react. - '

The fact that genocide took place is no longer in doubt. The
International Commission of Experts, the Special Rapporteur on
Human Rights, the Secretary General himself have recognized
genocide was committed in Rwanda. The crucial point was whether
ite planning was discernible. The RPF has maintained that be-
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tween August 1993, that is when Arusha broke down and April
1994, it had repeatedly informed the SRSG, that was my prede-
cessor, and the force commander and important ambassadors who
were still in Kigali at the time, that genocide was being planned.
The RPF leadership stated that houses of Tutsi and Hutu mod-
erates had been marked, personnel identified and armed militia
trained to start these executions at the appointed hour.

_Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot of controversy about that
Dallaire telegram. There has been controversy in Belgium, in
France, and now here.

There is a telegram from General Dallaire, the force commander,
stating that an informer had come and told him precisely what I
have just said, that there was going to be a horrendous massacre
of Tutsis, a planned massacre, and nothing was done about it.

I want to place on record the real perspective because I was
asked by the United Nations at the insistence of the Belgian, the
French and the U.S. Governments to see if the United Nations had
actually reported these cases; and the Dallaire telegram was, Mr.
Chairman, the only telegram in a mass of telegrams that were
going from Kigali to New York. It was the only telegram which
suggested genocide. All of the telegrams that I saw suggested a de-
scent toward civil war, a descent toward rearming and military
confrontation, of high ethnic tension. And certainly a civil war was
imminent, but this was the one telegram that indicated that some-
thing worse was afoot.

So what are the reasons for this gap. The first is perhaps that
the RPA leadership did not convey as emphatically as it now claims
regarding the mass killings of innocent civilians. This is possible.

at 18 also possible is that if these indications were given, they
were regarded as huge exaggerations. Human beings cannot be-
have in this manner, human beings fight each other, and in this
fight you have a lot of terror, you have a lot of massacres, a lot
of bloodshed, but this kind of genocide was perhaps seen as an ex-
aggeration. It so happens, wrongly, it was not an exaggeration.

d the third reason was the concept of genocide is beyond
human comprehension as we know it, and perhaps it was these
reasons that led to the international community, the main actors,
that is the Security Council, the neighbors, the African countries
closely involved. It led to them feeling that yet another civil war
was afoot and that they did not anticipate the genocide coming
through.

Now, this is an explanation that I offer. It is not a perfect expla-
nation, it may not even be a good explanation, but it is, as I see
it, the reason why the world did not react faster to this horror, be-
cause whereas the world can get sick and tired of civil wars, no
country in this world is going to turn its back on preventing geno-
cide, and this distinction was not made. I belabor this point be:
cause I think it is important to accept that there were two syn-
dromes interlinked into one blurring the fact that the two are sepa-
rate syndromes. ‘ .

Let me try and answer the second question, Mr. Chairman, very
quickly; that is the peacekeeping force. Why was it so slow and did

it deliver?
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The United Nations was represented in Rwanda in three distinct
phases, first, as a watchdog ensuring the implementation of the
Arusha eement; next, when Arusha broke down, it tried to kee
the “warring opponents” apart and stop the violence; and third,
when the collapse came, it was there actually to protect human life.
But on all three of these crises that developed, the United Nations
was not able to muster enough troops on the ground to give a prop-
er mandate to the U.N. troops on the ground to be able to perform
the very function that they were supposed to perform.

For instance, I will just give one example. When, after April 6,
the plane crash took place, we were supposed to have over 1,600
troops on the ground, the 6th of April. In fact, we had only 444,
]Wha}tlt é:ould one do with 444 troops when genocide had been un-
eashed.

If we had had 1,500, as the letter says rightly, we might have
been able to do something on the ground, but we didn’t have the
mandate. We had a Chapter VI mandate, we could only fire when
fired upon; we didn’t have a Chapter VII mandate, and therefore,
those troops were found to be inadequate. And our friends in
Rwanda ri%htly feel that the United Nations had let them down.
There should have been more people. There should have been pro-
tection. There wasn’t the protection that was demanded.

And then much too late after 6 weeks when the United Nations
decides that genocide is taking place and, instead of 444, there
should be 5,500 people there, it takes the United Nations 6 months
to build up to that force of 5,500. It wasn’t until October that we
had that 5,500 with equipment, with all of the various
accoutrements that the United Nations has in place in order to ful-
fill lour mandate, but at that point, even if we had 5,500, it was
too late. :

It was too late because the RPF had won. It had brought peace,
relative law and order, and now those 5,500 troops were protecting
the humanitarian convoys, but they were not enabled. They were
not allowed by the mandate to perform a peace-building role.

Everythini, Mr. Chairman, was shattered in that country. Every
shop, every house, every hut was broken. Even;ry bridge was blown
up. There was nothing. There was no water. There were no tele-
communications. There was no food. There was no hospital. There
were no schools. There was no government. Nothing. Absolutely
smashed. And here was the United Nations with 5,500 troops who
were not mandated to rebuild and to help reconstruct this country.

Now, as Special Representative I thought that was very sad. I
will just pinpoint, Mr. Chairman—I am probably going to overshoot
my time, but I thought I would mention this—that the mandate
was not sufficient for our needs. .

Third, the question of refugees. As my colleague has said, the re-
turn of refugees was seen rightly as the fundamental point of rec-
onciliation. The refugees in the camps we divided into basically

four categories. _ o
One was the leaders, the top people, the Prime Ministers. There

were 1,228 of them. .
Next was the Army people who wore the uniforms.
The third were the criminals, the Interahamwe.
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But by far the largest majority, by far, 80 to 90 percent, were the
ordinary folk who had just gone glo‘r:lg with theppeople who told

them to go because otherwise they would be killed.
Now, it was these people that we wanted to bring back. And

aadlﬁv, we were not equipped with either funds or mandate to show
to those people in the cam,lpﬁ that life is coming back to normal.
That schools are opening. That roads are built. That they can go
and find a job in their wvillages, that reconciliation can be brought
about. But not to the criminals, they would have to go throughughe
process.

Unfortunately, what happened was that vast sums of money
were spent in the camps, and I frankly state that within Rwanda
for the survivors there was barely a trickle. So you got this imbal-
ance of about $2 million—at the height, $2 million a day being
spent in the camps and fractically a trickle coming through, rather
reluctantly, into what I have just described, a totally shattered
country. And so this imbalance certainly inhibited the return of the
refugees.

. Last, Mr. Chairman, the question of international justice, na-
tional justice. I know that there is a feeling that the international
criminal tribunal on Rwanda which is operating in Arusha, it has
now 23 prisoners; and generally there is a feeling that it has been
too slow and that it has been too expensive and really it doesn't
deliver where it should. Although these sentiments are true, I can-
not honestly see how we can hasten this process. How can we put
this process in a pressure cooker so that it comes out cheaper and
faster in future situations?

Perhaps the formation of a permanent international criminal tri-
bunal is a direction that we need to follow, but this is something
that we should consider and look forward to in the future. For the
present, let us be satisfied with the 23 that are there.

But the national process of justice is equally in a critical period
because 120,000 {)risoners is something that is abhorrent. It is ab-
horrent because I have seen the prisoners, and although the Rwan-
dan Government has increased the space in the prisons, neverthe-
less putting 120,000 petf)ple, packing them close together like sar-
dines, and the horror of being in that prison is something which

is unbelievable.
I do urge and hope that now that the process of ljustice has start-

ed in Rwanda that the Rwandan Government will implement the
degrees of culpability that it itself made known. The people who
are most culpable, the people who are secondary, and the third who
went along with the crowd, who perhaps did something that they
regret now, it is this third group, having served 4 years in those
prisons, I reckon have served their sentence, and if they can be put
out on probation and start life again, it will be a step toward rec-
onciliation and a humane attitude toward people.

I -will stop here with these four questions. I just wanted to pin-
point. Obviously there is a great deal that one can discuss. I have
even tried to write a book, which is not yet published, but in 10,
15 minutes, one can only flag the issues and put out the main
points that one has felt all along over Rwanda.

Thank you very much.

Mr. BALLENGER. Thank you.
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[The prepared statement of Mr. Khan appears in the appendix.]
Mr. SMITH. Mr. Destexhe. P PP

STATEMENT OF ALAIN DESTEXHE, PRESIDENT, INTER-
NATIONAL CRISIS GROUP, AND DIRECTOR, INSTITUTE FOR
INTERNATIONAL ECONOMICS

Mr. DESTEXHE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ms. McKinney, gen-
tlemen. Thank you for this opportunity to present my view on the
Rwanda genocide. I will also shorten my statement in order to de-
liver my speech within 10 minutes.

During the 1994 genocide, I was the Secretary General of
Medecins sans Frontieres which is known as Doctors without Bor-
ders in America. In 1995, I became a Member of Parliament in Bel-
gium and was the initiator of the Belgian Senate Committee of In-
quiry of the 1994 Rwanda genocide which released its final report
in December last year.

Today I would like to sum up the main finding of this Commit-
tee, but, Mr. Chairman, my main objective here today is to try to
convince Jlou that a similar investigation to the one that we have
conducted in Belgium and the one currently taking place in France
is necessary both in the United States and in the Secretariat of the
United Nations.

Two main questions were addressed by the Belgian Committee:

One, before the genocide, were the Belgian authorities and others
aware of the fact that a ﬁenocide was under preparation?

Two, after the genocide started on 7 April, 1994, why did the
United Nations decide to withdraw almost all of its forces from
Rwanda?

Concerning the period before the genocide, our Committee con-
cluded that, at the latest, in mid-January 1994, the Belgian au-
thorities had a series of relevant information regarding if not the
preparation of a genocide, at least the preparation of large-scale
massacres.

Several actors, the United Nations, other states, had the same
type of information, but did not give it the necessary importance.

Although the Belgian Committee decided not to be more specific
about the other states, this is clearl{ a reference to France and the
United States. We based our conclusion on various evidence, in
R;rticular, several documents found in the archives of the Belgian

inistries of Defense and Foreign Affairs. .

Here, I should voice some disagreement with the presentation of
my predecessor, Mr. Khan, because the evidence we find is not
based on one single document but on a wide range of evidence.
Among others, we find 19 documents in which there is mention of
either a Machiavellian plan of destabilization or large-scale mas-

sacres likely to occur. . o .
In two of these documents explicit mention is made of the possi-

bility of a genocide. In two others, similar suggestions are made.
W{ also tﬁscovered a telex from the then Belgian Minister of For-

eign Affairs, dated February 25, 1994, mentioning the possibility of
a genocide. And last but not least there is that cable which was
published this week in the New Yorker, sent the 11th of January
1994, almost 3 months before the §enocide started by Genera
Dallaire, the commander of the U.N. forces in Rwanda to the U.N.

49-306 98-2
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headquarters in New York, based on information provided to him
b{ a key informer. This cable revealed a fairly detailed plan ex-
plaining how the genocide was organized in Kigali.

The cable, whic you will find attached to this speech, mentions
that the principal aim of the militia of the President’s party is now
to register all Tutsis living in Kigali. The informer says he sus-
pected that this was for an extermination. He also quotes that in
20 minutes his personnel could kill up to 10,000 Tutsis.

Now, this cable is crucial, and its importance cannot be under-
estimated. I would like to ask the Committee and also the U.N.
Secretary General, how many times since 1945, did the United Na-
tions in New York receive a fax from its force commander in a
country warning of the likely possibility of an extermination?

I fully agree that the reason for the mistake which was done by -
the international community was the failure to make the distine-
tion between a civil war and genocide. I wrote a chapter in my book
on that specific issue. But that mistake should not have been made
based on the information which was available to the U.N. Sec-
retary, out of the United Nations, and also to the Belgians, the
French and the U.S. Governments.

In this cable, General Dallaire, the U.N. force commander, an-
nounced his intention to take action within 48 hours and requested
protection for his informer. The U.N. headquarters answered that
the action he was g}arming to take was not authorized because it
was not within the U.N. mandate. _

General Dallaire was instructed to contact the three ambas-
sadors from Belgium, France and the United States in Kigali, and
ask them to intervene with President Habyarimana of Rwanda. He
was also instructed to request from these countries protection and
asylum for his informer.

At that time, Boutros Boutros-Ghali was Secretary General of
the United Nations and Kofi Annan, the present Secretary General,
was director of the Department of Peacekeeping Operations. We
find in the files of the Belgium ministry that the information pro-
vided by the informer was shared wiih the Americans, the French
and the Belgian ambassadors in Kigali.

Now, Mr. Chairman, at that stage, I would like to react to the
comment made this morning in the New York Times and in the
Washington Post by Secretary General Kofi Annan saying that this
cable is an old story. I think this comment is insulting for the vie-
tims, because when we are talking about the genocide, it is never
an old story. I mean, 50 years after the genocide of the Jews and
the Holocaust, we still think it is a very important story. And the
Secretary General, as anybody else, is accountable for his decisions
and his'gehavior.

The fact that this information was passed to the Belgian defense
and U.S. Ambassador doesn’t mean that the U.N. Secretary Gen-
eral has no responsibility in what happened in Rwanda.

There are several other pieces of evidence, but many questions
remain that should be addressed concerning the role of the United
States and the United Nations, among others:

Protection and asylum were not given to the informer, and after
a while the contact was lost with this informer. Why?
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It seems that the U.N. Security Council was not informed of the
gravity of the situation by the U.N, Secretary General. Why?

And why did the Secretariat of the United Nations not authorize
General Dallaire to go ahead with the mission of arms recovery he
proposed to carry out?

e 1948 U.N. Convention on Genocide puts a legal obligation on
all signatory nations to take all possible steps to prevent genocide.
Wasn't it the role of the Secretary General to do everything in his
power, both on judicial and moral grounds, to prevent the slaughter
of close to 1 million people in Rwanda?

I"inalliy, even if some key member states of the United Nations
were reluctant to act, was it not the Secretary General’s role to
warn the Security Council, or even to go ?public and speak of the

genocide about to be committed in Rwanda
believe that if General Dallaire’s cable had been pub-

I strongx
lished on the front page of the New York Times or the Washington
Post, the genocide could have been avoided.

I should also mention that both Boutros Boutros-Ghali and Kofi
Annan refused to testify before our Committee, the latter claiming
immunit{ for all U.N. staff.

Once the genocide began, the Security Council decided to with-
draw all but 270 soldiers from Rwanda. This decision remains ve
difficult to understand, particularly in light of information whic
was available to the Belgian, French and U.S. Governments
months before the genocide.

So in light of all these questions and concerns, I am calling for
a full investigation on the role of the United Nations and the
United States before ana during the genocide.

We should remember that up to 1 million people were killed in
less than 3 months. We should also recall that the Rwandan geno-
cide is only the third or the fourth unquestionable genocide in the
20th century. I fully agree with what Mr. Khan says on that, and
to try to be brief and to explain why we should speak of only three
fr four genocides in the 20th century, I would like to say the fol-
owing:

What makes the characteristic of a genocide is the systematic ex-
termination of mothers and children in order to avoid the perpetra-
tion of a group defined on ethnic or religious grounds. That is why
we could basically speak of only three genocides in the 20th cen-

tury.

;r); Rwanda, the Hutu opponents were killed because they were
opponents to the regime, gut their children and their wives were
not killed as such. On the other hand, in contrast, the Tutsis were
systematically wiped out, men, women and children. That is what

makes this a genocide. .
So a crime of that nature and of that scale deserves full inves-

tigation.

e role of Belgium in this tragedy has been fully examined by
the Belgian Senate Committee. The role of France is currently
being investigated in the French Parliament. The victims, but also
humanity at large, deserve to know the full truth concerning the
two other major international players, the United States and the

United Nations.
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To conclude, Mr. Chairman, I would like to note the welcome ini-
tiatives of the Clinton Administration to prevent further genocide
and bring justice to the Great Lakes region. I would like to make
four brief recommendations.

First, the past should be taken in account. Peace and reconcili-
ation cannot be built if the lessons of the past are not learned. The
1994 genocide remains a central issue and a benchmark to under-
stand the situation in the Great Lakes :ﬁion. Perhaps an initia-
tive to do something akin to the Cambodia genocide program is
necessary for Rwanda.

Second, justice is crucial. No reconciliation is possible in Rwanda
as long as justice is not done and also seen to be done by survivors
and the larger population. Justice is also necessary to_break the
cycle of violence and impunity which continues to fuel conflict in
central Africa.

There is no political alternative to the present Rwanda Govern-
ment. Its legitimacy still comes from the fact that it defeated a
criminal regime that organized a genocide.

Third, foreign aid, which is still far from the levels which were
given to the criminal regime, needs to be boosted.

Fourth, the military threat at the border between Rwanda and
the Democratic Republic of Congo should be seriously addressed.
For the Tutsi, survival is at stake. I think it is very difficult to ask
the Rwandan Government to be really serious about human rights
as long as they face destabilization from abroad by the same people
who carried out the 1994 genocide and whose dream is openly to
finish the job.

MK book on Rwanda, written in 1994, and also the official report
of the Belgian Committee, is at your disposal, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Destexhe appears in the appen-

dix.]
Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much, Senator. I would like to begin
the questioning. I would like to first begin with you, Senator, or
mgybe Ambassador Khan.

enator Destexhe has just indicated they tried as a parliamen-
tary committee to obtain the testimony of Major General Dallaire
and were rebuffed in that request. He also made, and he does so
in this article, a very poignant statement when he says, I would
like to know if everrgefore, in the years prior to 1995, the United
Nations received a fax or cable announcing an extermination.

In the article in the New Yorker, Mr. Risa, who actually signed
the cable, according to this report which was over Kofi Annan’s
name, mentions that we get hyperbole in many reports, adding
that in the months that followed incidents continued, but there
were no signs to corroborate Dallaire’s warning.

Does the United Nations usually take the recommendation com-
ing from its chief military officer in a U.N. Jweacekeepin mission
as something in need of corroboration, and did you yourself see any
signs that a potential extermination was about to begin?

%r. KHAN. Mr. Chairman, the tclegram, of course, was sent on
the 11th of January, if I am not mistaken, and these events took

place several months before I took over.
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My responsibility was to look at all the telegrams that were sent,
and I will describe to you verfr briefly what the process is.

The process is that normally when there is an important political
development, that the SRSG, the chief of the peacekeeping oper-
ations, sends a hifhly secret confidential telegram addressed to the
Secretary General, giving his views on various topics and events.
These te t:igarm: are seen by the Secretary General, and certainly
by his staff, and naturally they have a certain importance, and
usually the reports from these telegrams are shared with members
of the Security Council.

There is another group of telegrams which is what we call open
or en clair or non-secret telegrams which are sent for information
for various other instructions, and when we looked at all the tele-
grams that we could find from August 1993 right through to the
time that the genocide took place, we found no evidence whatsoever
in the secret telegrams of a mention of genocide or of planned mas-
sacres.

What did go through was a telegram from Dallaire to the head
of the military, which was, of course, repeated to the political side,
in which he gave the information that has been referred to. And,
of course, with hindsight, we know that this information was accu-
rate and what you might call very hot. But, unfortunately, it was
not contained in a confidential telegram. It was contained in an
open telegram to the chief of the military.

Now, I wanted to mention this because clearly there are very
stronﬁ feelings, and rightly so, that the signs of genocide were not

icked up. But I would at the same time add that for reasons that

have already mentioned, the main assessment of the people on
the ground, as well as the embassies, was that a horrible civil war
was about to take place. There was no indication in these assess-
ments that genocide was about to take place.

Now, they were wrong. They were wrong. But I think to pick out
that one telegram by Dallaire and to state that this is what was
actually happening, why didn’t the United Nations react, I think
it is going a little out of perspective. This is my own feelin%

Mr. SMITH. I understand. With all due respect, Ambassador
Khan, according to the report, Major General Dallaire was rea%y
to—within what he perceived to be the parameters of the U.N.
rules of engagement—within a 36-hour period raid an arms cache,
believing that if you nip it in the bud, you might prevent any hor-
rific outcome. As a matter of fact, if the scenario as described by
the informant is accurate, and it seems to have been very accurate,
it was a very plausible, a highly plausible set of potentialities.

ain, he took it very seriously. . o

y is it that the responding telegram, the fax, if you will, is not
made public? This Subcommittee would like to see it. Why would
we be denied the opportunity to see Kofi Annan’s response back to
General Dallaire? .

Mr. KHAN. I can only hazard my own assessment, Mr. Chairman,
and that is that Dallaire aimed to defuse this germ, this cancer,
that was about to overtake Rwanda, and he sought the mission to
be able to take preemptive action. . ’

This permission, to the best of my knowledge, was denied to him
on the grounds that the mandate that he had was a Chapter VI
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mandate and not a Chapter VII mandate, and, therefore, he could
not, according to the mandate, move in that direction. Therefore,
in a sense, his hands were tied, and he could not act on the basis
of that mandate.

May I say that 6 weeks later, a mandate was given that Oper-
ation Turci‘uoise was to begin, to France, and that operation was
under a Chapter VII mandate, and France landed its very signifi-
cant force in Rwanda, in the southwestern corner, and there they
were able to get 2,500 troops, 100 APCs, helicopters, Jaguars, Mi-
rages; within 8 days they were organized and ready on the ground,
because it was a one single country operation, and they were sit-
ting there in the southwestern corner ready to do the task that
they had been given and a Chapter VII mandate.

So you had the extraordinary situation where in Rwanda you
had one group that was operating under Chapter VII and which
would act on its own to do the kind of things that Dallaire had
asked for, didn’t even have to seek permission from headquarters,
it could l%o ahead and take action; whereas in the rest of Rwanda,
UNAMIR was acting under a Chapter VI mandate and unable to
respond to critical situations, as we saw on the ground.

en questions are asked at headquarters, well, according to the
book rightly they said no, you are not permitted, according to the
mandate.

Mr. SMITH. What I find so baffling, General Dallaire obviously is
a man of perception and credibility, who has an informant with a
very credible story at great risk to himself and his family, has been
told to compile lists of Tutsis for the purpose of extermination, at
least as far as he can tell, with the Interahamwe doing the killing,
and yet it is either disbelieved or shunted aside or perhaps, be-
cause of the bulk of cable traffic, not given the weight that it de-
serves. But he was willing to take action.

Then, in what has the appearance of a cover-up, General Dallaire
cannot present his testimony to the Belgian Parliament, if I under-
stand that correctly. We and the Belgians and the other interested
governments are not privy to the fax that was sent back, which
would at least document what was said from New York back to
Rwanda.

I would ask you if we make the request as a Subcommittee to
hear from Major General Dallaire and to receive that fax that was
over Kofi Annan’s name, would we receive it?

Mr. KHAN. I do not think I am able to fully answer that question,
but let me state that I worked with General Dallaire for 4 months.
I had a very high opinion of his professional qualities and of his
political judgment.

I do know that he had an opinion that differed with that of the
SRSG at the time, and there was, therefore, if you like, a divergent
view of how they both saw the situation on the ground.

Naturally, Dallaire had to defer to his senior, and this was one
of the reasons, perhaps, why my predecessor became controversial
in Rwanda. He was not seen as eing neutral, and therefore you

‘can imagine that there was at the higher level a difference of view
that reflected itself in the reports that were going up to the Secu-

rity Council.
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. One other point, Mr. Chairman. Everyone wonders why the Secu-
rity Council, why the international community, was not sensitive
to the fact that massacres were on the cards. I think one of the rea-
sons was that by pure coincidence, Rwanda itself was on the Secu-

rity Council.

ow {&u imagine that here is a situation where every mission
has left gali, every diplomatic mission. No one is there to report
except a few diehard U.N. people. The U.S. Embassy, the Chinese
Embassy, the Russian Embassy, the French Embassy, they are all
closed down, everyone is gone. Genocide is taking place.

Dallaire with 444 soldiers is on the spot, and there is the SRSG
with his small staff, That is all.

So how does the Secuﬁ%(louncil form an opinion of what is hap-
pening on the ground? CNN, BBC? Perhaps. They, too, are indicat-
ing a two-sided massacre. But the “only” information coming to the
Security Council, the representative of the Rwandan Government
itself, who happened to be the representative of the FRG, and he
is saymito his colleagues, and I can imagine this, that the situa-
tion 1s that one side is kiﬁing the other, 1t is a horrible civil war,
don’t interfere, et cetera, et cetera.

So I think the discoloring of the situation in the Security Council,
which is not taking up a position to react quickly to this horror sit-
uation, is partly due to this distortion and partly due to the experi-
ence of Somalia and other peacekeeping operations in which coun-
tries feel they had enough of civil wars and they stand back.

%o this is my explanation. Whether it is a valid one or not, I can-
not say.

Mr. SMiTH. Do you believe it was prudent, according to the story
that we understand to be correct, for Kofi Annan and his shop to
advise the informant and the governments, the U.S. Government
and others, to tell the Rwandan Government from whence this plan
seems to have been hatched? It is like—you have a whistleblower
who comes out to say, there is going to be a %‘enocide, extermi-
nation, call it whatever you will, and you go tell the people who are
planning it.

Mr. KHAN. In my discussions, Mr. Chairman, and I am leaving
aside the telegrams and other evidence, nll{y understanding is that
the head of peacekeeping, who was Mr. Kofi Annan, and his col-
leagues were briefing the Security Council regularly about the in-
creasing horrors that are taking place in Rwanda, and they are, in
fact, putting into the report that the Security Council must have
a much larger force, I think this is there on the records, in order
to prevent a deterioration.

ut the Security Council itself withdraws from this position. It
withdraws—in fact, it withdraws a number of people in Rwanda
and decides, as my colleague on my left has said, to actually reduce
the number of forces in Rwanda after April 6th.

So to answer your question, I understand that Mr. Kofi Annan
and his colleagues were regularly informing in their informal con-
tacts that the situation was quickly going out of hand and some-
thing should be done. This is my impression.

Mr. SMITH. Would you join us, would you support this Sub-
committee in asking that General Dallaire be permitted to testify

before the Belgians—
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Mr. KHAN. I would say that it would clear the situation.

Mr. SMITH. It sure would. You would be in favor of that?

Mr, KHAN, Certainly. I feel that General Dallaire should be
heard and asked. I agree with that view entirely.

Mr, SMITH. In addition to that, that the stolen fax, I think is the
way it is reported in the papers, the information that went back
from over Kofi Annan’s signature, be made public?

Mr. KHAN. I would say that the more light that is thrown on this
critical issue, the better, whether it is through investigations or
subcommittees. I feel greater light should be thrown on it, and a
balance and perspective should be brought to what actuaﬁy hap-

ened. Because, Mr. Chairman, let’s face it, this is the most horri-
§'mg thing that has happened to humanity in the last 50 years. It
eserves to be investigated thoroughly.

Mr. SMITH. Senator.
Mr. DESTEXHE. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, the whole

question, as my neighbor just said, as we are talking about the
Eenoclde, I think the world deserves to know the full truth. To

now the truth on that, we cannot rely exclusively on your judg-
ment, because as a member of Parliament, you know very well that
any administration or any bureaucracy facing difficult questions
has a tendeacy to protect itself and should not give answers. In
Belgium, in the beginning when we were asking questions of the
Belgian Government, we got the same kind of answer, nothing spe-
cial, and everything was under control, and it was im ossigle to
Za}{ that the genocide or large-scale massacres were happening.
fter investigating for 600 hours, we find a totally different conclu-
sion.

So I am Ei)ust. calling for an independent investigation by Par-
liament or by some judges. But I think, as you said, this cannot
be refused, particularly because it has been done in ﬁelgium, and
it is being done now in France. So there is no reason why the
United States and the United Nations should escape that.

Now, concerning the appearance of General Dallaire, I think
there is some double standard, because I remember very well my-
self watching on CNN live General McKenzie, who was a U.N.
General, the first U.N. Commander in Sarajevo, Bosnia, when the
conflict broke out in Bosnia in 1992. I remember watching General
McKenzie live on CNN testifying before the United States. So I
suppose he was authorized to testify at that stage.

Kofi Annan refused the appearance of General Dallaire, but he
is both judge and party because he is involved in that process,
there is no reason why General McKenzie could appear and Gen-
eral Dallaire not.

Last, the answer to that fax is really critical, because General
Dallaire in the field got the feeling that he could do something, in-
tervene, within the mandate, and Kofi Annan got the feeling that
no. But General Dallaire, he is not an academic, he was the head
of the U.N. military mission in Rwanda, and his feelings were that
he could go ahead with the arms recovery operation,

Last, it is my second last, I alpologize, ut if Kofi Annan is so con-
fident with the whole process, I think there is no reason not to dis-
close all the correspondence between Kigali and the United Nations
in New York. Again, we are talking about genocide. There is no na-
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tional interest or international interest that could be evoked. There
is no secret concerning genocide. We should know the truth. I think
that is another point.

Let me read two short abstracts of some facts sent by the prede-
cessor of Mr. Khan which were sent to the United Nations in New
York. One is after the meeting of the Ambassador, when they ex-

lained that there was a problem. The predecessor of Mr. lésan,

r. Booh Booh from Cameroon, reported the following: The Presi-
dent of the party seems unnerved and is reported to have subse-
?uentl ordered a.. accelerated distribution of weapons. It may
orce them, meaning the political party of the President, it may
force them to decide on alternative ways to jeopardize the peace
process.

Another fact, this is the second of February, 1994, so that means
almost 3 weeks after that cable. So the predecessor of Mr. Khan
wrote to Kofi Annan, each day of delay in authorizing the arms re-
covery operation will result in an ever-deteriorating situation and
may, if the arms continue to be distributed, result in an inability
of the United Nations to carry out its mandate in all aspects.

I mean, these are strong words. These are very strong words. I
think it is necessary to know the full truth.

Mr. SMITH. Senator, I agree, and I think it is important, because
judgments can be replicated. For example, many of us are con-
cerned, and still the jury is out as to whether or not the negotiated
interim settlement with Saddam Hussein was actually a carefully
worded document that will lead to the destruction of the weapons
of mass destruction presumably owned and capable of using by
Saddam Hussein. Judgment is extremely important.

Let me ask you, before yielding to my distinguished colleague
from Georgia, to deny an important witness to your investigative
body or to this Subcommittee or any other parliamentary ,
namely for General Dallaire, denying an important document, the
fax or other documents, do you or any of you suggest that that
might be suggesting of a cover-up? This isn’t the Manhattan
Project. We are talking about a genocide. We want to know what
happened, who knew what when, and the judgments that were
ma(ﬁe. We need to know so they are not replicated again.

Mr. DESTEXHE. I think there is no rational explanation. Obvi-
ously it seems to be a cover-up. I don’t know if it is a cover-up. But
obviously the fact to refuse to appear before a committee for such
an important matter would raise more questions about what do we
try to hide by refusing to appear before a committee. .
ow, you should know that General Dallaire has personally said
many times that on a personal basis, he was ready to appear before
any committee if he has the authorization of the United Nations.
So General Dallaire personally would be happy to appear before

your Committee, if he can.

Mr. SMITH. Ambassador Khan. ‘
Mr. KHAN. Yes. I don't get the im ressionhMr. Chairman, that

the United Nations is wanting to brush something under the carpet
or to not have an inquiry or not to bring to light the various fac-
tors. There is, I believe, a very strong feeling in Belgium, especially
after the loss of those nine soldiers, that an inquiry ought to take

place.
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I repeat that it would help in placing a focus on an event which
has horrified the human conscience of the time, and I see no reason
why bringing facts and faxes and telegrams and assessments to
light would be harmful to anyone, because I honestly believe that

fi Annan and his colleagues in peacekeeping, and my experience

of them, has been that they were very, very professional, that they
were very sincere in preventing bloodshed, and that they could only

act as a result of what the international community gave them.

They presented all the facts before the international community,
and by that I mean the Security Council. It is the Security Council
that did not Five them the authority to act in the manner that the,
thought fit. It was bizarre that you had in Rwanda a Chapter VI)I’
operation on the one hand, and in the same country a Chapter VI
operation, and it was something that I feel came out of the strange
tensions that were taking place in the Security Council at the time.

So I would say that not only should all these documents be
broutght to light, but also let us look at why the Security Council
itselt did not give that mandate to the Secretary General and then
onwards down to the field. I think the whole syndrome needs to be
looked at, not simply whether one or two civil servants in the
United Nations did not react.

Mr, SMITH. If this report in the New Yorker is correct, Mr. Riza
says that there was no sign to corroborate Dallaire’s warning. Now,
again, why your chief military person who fresumably has intel-
ligence assets at his disposal would be dissed simply because there
is no diplomatic or some other corroboration on the ground, it
seems to me this is the person you listen to, because he should be
your eyes and ears about what is going on militarily.

Mr. KHAN. I did not read the report. I was made aware of it this
morning that there was such a thing, I just arrived in this country.
So I really cannot react to what has been stated there without see-

ing it.

%ut I would say that the response that is given by officials in the
United Nations, as far as I am aware, has always been to look at
these issues in an objective manner and to ensure that no exag-

eration is given one way or the other to the positions that have

een repeatedly stated, particularly with regard to the Dallaire
telegram. So I don't reaily want to comment on that without seeing
all the statements that have been made on this issue.

Mr. SMITH. It does, however, with all due respect, beg the ques-
tion of cover-up when vital, absolutely linchpin information, is
withheld, when it has been requested. Again, that is something
this Subcommittee will pursue, and I am sure there will be a par-
allel effort with the Senator.

Mr. DESTEXHE. To date there is no proof that the Security Coun-
cil as such was informed about the gravity of the situation. They
may have been informed, they may not have been informed. The
next panel may have some information about that; Alison Des
Forges, because she spoke with different U.N. Ambassadors at the
time.

We are sure that the content of the faxed information was shared
with the Belgian, French and U.S. Ambassador. We are sure it was
taken seriously and there was some discussion in the following
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wecks, But there is absolutely no evidence that the Security Coun-
cil was warned about the gravity of the situation.

A major question to be addressed, we shouldn’t forget the whole
thing started with this informer. The informer requested protection
and asylum for himself and for his four-member family. %‘hat pro-
tection was not granted, neither by Belgium, nor by France, nor by
the United States. And believe it or not, Mr. Chairman, the contact
with this informer was lost. We spent a lot of time in the Belgian
community trying to investigate that, and we spoke with all the
Belgian officers who were in touch with him. The contact was lost.

So, you know, that means you dget a k:ﬁ' informer who comes to
see you with the plan of a genocide, and then you are never to pro-
vide him with protection, and after a while you lose the contact.
That means you become in a way blind to understanding what is
going to happen.

So, again, these questions should be addressed, because maybe
if the protection would have been granted to the informer, we
would not only have one fax, as you said, but much more informa-
tion which would have been available to the United Nations and
the world about what were the preparations.

Mr. SMITH. Is the whereabouts of the informer known today?

Mr. DESTEXHE. No, because the contact was really lost.

Mr. SMITH. Ms. McKinney.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to state for the
record that our office did call Dallaire in Canada, and we spoke
with him, He indicated that if he were given permission to appear
before us today by the United Nations, that he would come. Of
;:‘ourse, that permission was not grante('l, and therefore he is not

ere.
I would agree with you, Mr. Chairman, that we need to follow
up with that and make sure that our Subcommittee and the Full
gommittee follow up and make sure we get Dallaire to the United
tates.
I would also like to request, Mr. Chairman, of the information
that Senator Destexhe has brought with him, how is that going to
be made available to the public? Will it be submitted on the record?

Mr. SMITH. I would ask the Senator, is there an executive sum-
mary? We could make copies available, but that would exceed prob-
ably the hearing record itself of this Subcommittee.

Mr. DESTEXHE. Well, unfortunately, there is no executive sum-
mary. I don’t know if there is a possibility to translate at least
three chapters which are chapters 3,6, which is all the information
available concerninghthe genocide, and 3,8, which is all the infor-
mation concerning the withdrawal of the United Nations; 3,6 and
3,8.
Now, there is also an index, which is a summary of all the evi-
dence found in the files of the Belgian Minister of Defense and the
Belgian Foreign Minister. I should say we were quite critical of our
own country, and we considered because it was a genocide, we
shouldn’t respect the ieneral rules concerning the protection of the

eople. We were not allowed to make photocopies, but the 15 Mem-
gers of our Committee were allowed to consult these documents.

So we may keep in touch, and I can check in Belgium if it is pos-

gible to translate the chapters.
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Mr. SMITH. We will ask the Library of Congress. They have ex-
pert translation specialists to do so. At the end of the Kearing, if
we could go through all of the relevant chapters you feel are nec-
essary,

Mr. DESTEXHE. This is for you, by all means.
Ms. MCKINNEY. I would also like to just suggest that if we think

that the United Nations, by continuing to pull these no-shows, ma
have something to hide, then it certainly doesn’t stand the U.S.
State Department in good stead that it would also pull a no-show
today. It then leads to the question what does the U.S. State De-
pa]x:tm;nt have to hide and those in charge of this country’s foreign
policy?

Mr. Khan, I would like to ask you to explain the divergence a lit-
tle bit more between Mr. Booh Booh and Dallaire in more detail.

Mr. KHAN. The second part of your question?

Ms. MCKINNEY. If you could explain the divergence. You talked
about the divergence.

Mr. KHAN. Yes, yes, yes. My predecessor and General Dallaire
were known to have divergent views. I think basically I was aware
of the fact, and this has to be stated, frankly, that in Africa par-
ticularly, there is this surprising and extraordinary division on
francophonie and anglophonie. For an Asian, like myself, it is ex-
tremely surprising to find the depth of this division. One’ comes to
recognize it as time passes, and you become part of that syndrome,
that this is something that goes deep. It is not superficial.

I come from a country which, if you like, belonged to the British
Commonwealth, but we in South Asia never have this feeling of
anglophonie, francophonie. There isn’t this rivalry in Asia. We are
not part of it.

But in Africa it is:very real, very real, and it impinged on the
Rwanda situation because the RPF, who were mainly—not en-
tirely—were living in Uganda and brought up speaking English,
apart from their own language, of course. The reason for that was
that for the last 20 years, they had been located in Rwanda. Now,
when they come into Rwanda, which is essentially French-speak-
in% there is this clash that emerges, and, as I said, it goes deep.

s a result, this tended to some extent color the attitudes of var-
ious people operating within Rwanda, even civil servants. And al-
though I cannot say for certain that there were differences of ap-
Broach that I was aware of later between my predecessor and

allaire, I am not saying based on francophonia and anglophonia,
but there were differences, and these differences were, broadly,
that Dallaire was nearer the RPF position, which was that a ter-
rible disaster was about to take place, whereas my predecessor felt
that, no, we are descending into the usual syndrome of a civil war.

I mean, I do not want to assume points that he held, but I get
the feeling from the telegrams that this was the point of diver-
gence,d and it reflected itself in assessing the situation on the

ound.
grMs. MCKINNEY. Let me pursue that just a little bit more with a
question about the OAU. It is my understanding that the OAU had
mobilized 5,000 African troops but lacked financial and logistical

support.
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Why would the U.N. apparatus not support the OAU initiative,
but support Operation Turquoise from the French?

Mr. l‘(’HAN AN, The Operation Turquoise took place at the very
strong initiative in the Security Council of the French Government.
I believe the French Government felt the humanitarian situation
was descending into a complete disaster, and the Security Council
sanctioned the initiative taken by France by sending or by giving
France a Chapter VII mandate.

The OAU, I was not aware, had actually offered to send in a
troop contingent. What I was aware of was that among these 5,500
that I have spoken of, there were a number of African countries,
but not the OAU. There was Ethiopia, Nigeria; Ghana was already
there. There was Malawi, and these countries maybe coordinated
with the United Nations to send their troops.

The problem was that although the troops were ready to come,
the equipment was not there, and it was really, if you like, the de-
veloped countries, the donor countries, who were to provide the
equipment. United States, Holland, France, Belgium, these were
‘the countries that had the logistics, the communications, the APCs,
et cetera.

Now, there is no point in the troops coming in without the logis-
tics being there. So the matching up took a long time. As I said
it took until the end of October for all of them to be in place, an
bg' then it was much too late for them to carry out the mandate
that they had.

They should have been given the mandate to rebuild, to restruc-
ture a completely shattered country and a completely shattered
people. Now, that wasn't there. It was my frustration to live
through that and to see vast sums of money being poured into the
camps, and nothing coming through to rebuild the totally shattered
economy and structure of the country itself. It was appalling,
frankly. I made it known. But here, I have to again state that what
I stated was conveyed to the international community. There were
no buyers. No one came forward.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, one last question, observation
perhaps, and that is about the francophonie/anﬁlophonie illustra-
tion that you gave. I am just wondering if we should, if we could
look at that as a possible explanation for how the Security Council
operated as well, and with the Secretaxg' General being from Egypt
being a part of the francophonie and having a particular point o
view and closeness to the Habyarimana Government, that would
also have skewed the behavior of the U.N. Secretariat and the Se-
curity Council. What are your thoughts on that? . .

Mr. KHAN. I think it was an important factor, particularly if you
could imagine that in Rwanda itself, except for a few NGO’s, a Rep-
resentative in Congress from and they were one of the best, I
would give them any medal for the work they did, despite the hor-
rifying conditions there, the ICRC, but except for these people, I
have to state that there was no basic rational evaluated data going
back to the Security Council. .

Let me just state that the Security Council, apart fragm the five
members, has ten others. Now, out of those ten, only two had em-
bassies in Rwanda: Egypt, and there was one other, I forget. Now,
all these seven embassies had gone. They were not there. The in-
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formation coming in was, therefore, very strongly colored. And I
know, because I went to the United Nations for a briefing, and who
should brief me but the Ambassador of the FRG Government.

Naturally he was doing his job, he was doing it well. He was put-
ting across a point of view, which was that, look, we have been
through these wars several times. We are the majority. The minor-
ity wants to come and wrest power away from us. We are stopping
them from doing it. This is undemocratic, et cetera, et cetera. I can

uote to you. But the fact that he was able to project a coloring
that was not counted by any other source seems to me to be a very
important factor in the assessment.
would go one step further. I think the United Nations has
learned a number of lessons from the experience in Rwanda. We
have been through an exercise several times, and if you look at the
document that has just come out, and I have been reading it last
night, from the Secretary General to the Security Council, in which
he has proposed measures to prevent and preempt such disasters,
I think that it is an excellent document, pointing in the right direc-
tion, pointing in a direction which is, as I said, learning from the
experience of Rwanda. I do commend it to you.

For instance, it says, in the future the United Nations, one of the
many recommendations, must involve regional and subregional
countries, OAU in the case of, let's say, another Rwanda, in tryins
to preempt a disaster. It must have regional and subregional. An
I can see it happen. I can see it happen in my country. In Afghani-
stan today, the United Nations, the OIC, sit together and try and
find a solution to the problems. Previously they were trying to do
it separately. I think this is pointing in the right direction, and I
do commend this document as a very good way forward.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. McNamara.

Mr. McNAMARA. Could I clarify two small points for the record?
As a U.N. official I am here with the knowledge and approval of
the United Nations in New York. My understanding was, but it is
informal, that had the U.N. headquarters been asked to appear,
they would have been willing to consider that also. That is the
basis on which I ap]pear.

Second, just to clarify, if I may, the record, Mr. Khan has men-
tioned a number of occasions now the lack of funds going into
Rwanda compared with the camps. I just wanted to emphasize that
UNHCR alone has spent $127 million inside Rwanda since 1994 for
returns, including $20 million in 1994, the first year of the oper-
ation. So, yes, the camps were hugely expensive, but the figures
that have been mentioned are not our figures. Certainly we didn’t
spend anything like the amounts mentioned here for camps. But I
just wanted to make it clear there has been a very substantial in-
vestment within Rwanda by UNHCR, at least on returns.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Finally I would like to say also for the record,
this hearing was supposed to be about security issues, but because
the State Department declined to participate, the Department of
Defense also declined to participate, and we can’t even get to those
issues. So, Mr. Chairman, I have some questions about the arms
trafficking from Belgium into the Great Lakes region and some
loopholes that some scholars in this country have found in Belgian
law, and I was wondering if perhaps we could submit our questions
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to the record for Senator Destexhe, and then he could respond to
us in writing,
Mr. SMITH. That would be fine.

Ms. MCcKINNEY. Thank you.
[At press time, questions and answers had not been received.]

Mr. SMITH. And any other questions you might have for Defense
and State, I think we should also provide those for the record to
the respective agencies.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, SMITH. Mr. Paﬁme.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much. I have a lot of questions,

which I will try to zero them in.
First of all, in order to go from Chapter VI to Chapter VII, I un-

derstand there is a two-thirds vote necessary in the Security Coun-
cil; is that correct?

Mr. KHAN, As regards Chapter VI and Chapter VII, it is the Se-
curity Council that, of course, decides on whether there should be
a Chapter VI or Chapter VII, and it is decided usually on the basis
of a consensus. Of course, if there is no consensus, a veto by a Se-
curity Council member would prevent any action. So, therefore,
usually it is through a consensus that it is decided whether a
Chapter VI or Chapter VII operation is to be given.

Mr. PAYNE. According to information that I had at the time, the
U.N. Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali made an urgent
glea to the Security Council for additional peacekeeping forces to

e drawn primarily from Africans to reinforce the 270 peacekeepers
in Rwanda with an expanded mission to protect innocent citizens.
Unfortunately, the Security Council has not yet responded. That
was as of May 4th. The Secretary General on his own initiative has
also requested African countries individually to supply troops.

The problem seems to be the lack of advanced logistical capabili-
ties to rapidly respond as well as funds to support the effort. At
that time the United States was $300,000 behind in peacekeeping
assessents, and it was felt that to urge other countries to bring
up their share of the peaceke?ing burden would not go over too
well since we were so far behind.

Do any of you have a feel on what impact the lack of funds that
the United N};ations was owed had as related to the Security Coun-
cil having an inability or less of an interest, and with Mr. Kofi
Annan involved in that mix-up, attempting to get the troops? And
also the question of the 50 armored personnel carriers which were
requested by the United Nations back in April, which didn’t get de-
livered until August, which was a part of the apparatus needed in

order to involve 1tself,

Could anybody expand on that?
Mr. KHAN. Yes, sir. I would say that the shortage of funds very

severely inhibited the action on the ground to bring order and to
restructure and to repair the damage that took place as a result

of the genocide.
Just let me mention one small example,. One illustrates better
with examples than by making general statements. ' .
When I was there, as I said, everything was shattered, including
the telecommunications. No telephone worked, not at all, except
the United Nations'. After about 6 weeks that I had been there, a
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Canadian major came into my room and said, “Sir, I have good
news. I have gone and seen the shattered house where the inter-
national communications between Rwanda and the international
world is housed. Although the house is completely shattered, the
actual machinery is in order, and it has not been damaged. All it
requires is a cable that we can get from Nairobi, and if we attach
that cable to the circuit, you have an international communications
capability restored in Rwanda.”

ow, this was very good news, because, as I said, nothing
worked. And I said to this young Canadian major, please let me
know how much it costs. I remember he said it costs—the cable
would cost $1,5600.

Now, I can tell you that my mandate, strictly speaking, did not
allow me to pay from my peacekeeping funds $1,500 in order to re-
pair a major facility in Rwanda. What we did was to take out the
dollars we had. We gathered $1,500, we gave it to the Canadian
major, and he went to Nairobi.

What I am trying to say is that the shortage of funds does affect
the situation on the ground very seriously, and any appeal that is
going to help the United Nations address these issues of

eacebuilding after a crisis, of providing a basic small trust fund,

10 million, $20 million, which is going to help peacekeepers start
up, jump start, the process of recovery, I recommend if we had
those $10 million in our hands, we would have been able to per-
suade far more people in the ref‘ugee camps to come back than was
actually the case.

So yes, it does inhibit action on the %ound. It would help to have
greater flexibility. It would help the United Nations a great deal
if. we were funded in a manner in which we could act in a flexible

manner on the %round.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you.
There is very little discussion that has gone on about the April

6 plane that was brought down, and I know looking at the report
of the French hearing, the allegations were about these missiles
that were captured from Iraq by French forces in the Persian Gulf.
This came up in the French hearing. I am not making it up.

The fact that Mr. Mobutu at the last minute did not take the
flight—of course, Mr. Mobutu and the French also have a very
close working reiationship, and I am not accusing anyone of any-
thing, I just wonder whether any of these areas—there were
French troops in Rwanda at the time, did virtually nothing to in-
tervene, and have there been any discussions around the United
Nations—and there were not only French, but the Belgian Govern-
ment said that they were unable to stop the flow of arms because
these were contracts of private companies, and the government had

no right to intervene.
Has the United Nations looked into these issues at all, to your

knowledge?

Mr. KHAN. Yes, sir. I forget the date, but it was toward Novem-
ber 1995, the United Nations did appoint a commission to look into
the supply of arms to the military activists in the camps. It was,
I think, the International Commission of Inquiry, and it was head-

ed by an Egyptian diplomat.
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They came to Rwanda and also went to the other side. They went
to the camps in Bukavu and Goma, and in their report they came
out basically with a view that-—and I may not be totally accurate
on this because I don’t have the document here, I read it recently—
but they came out with the view that arms were being supplied to
the former killers in the camps; that these arms were probably
supplied by private parties and not directly by government; and
that as a result of the supply of arms, the tension in the area was
again going up. ‘

The Commission of Inquiry strongly recommended steps to be
taken to prevent arms flows into these areas, and once again I
would say that this is something that needs to be taken into hand
immediately. It is one of the points that the document that has re-
cently been pr?ared by the Secretary General does mention very
specifically, and the stoppage of arms into hotbeds of tension is
something that I think the international community has to con-
centrate on very, veliy seriously.

Mr. DESTEXHE. If I may follow on this, today there is no evidence
who shot the plane of the President. It is still totally unknown. It
was the triggering factor of the genocide, but the plan was there.
Everything was ready to start the genocide, and it has certainly
triggered the speed and the magnitude of the genocide, but the
plan and the organization was there before.

Concerning dyour previous question, I think it is very important
to make the distinction concerning the role of the United Nations
before the 7th of April and after the 7th of April.

I think before the 7th of April there was some misinformation of
the Security Council by the U.N. Secretariat concerning the prepa-
ration of the genocide. After the 7th of April, it is very true that
the U.N. Secretariat was in favor of maintaining the same strength
of the U.N. troops or increase, and the African and also the non-
aligned movement were in favor of that. There was even the resolu-
tion from the nonaligned movement, which is made up of mainly
Asian and African countries, requesting Chapter VII and to in-
crease the strength of the forces.

Belgium and the United States were against. France had a much
more ambiguous attitude. At the beginning they were in favor of
maintaining the force at the same strength. r the genocide
started, the role of the U.N. Secretariat did whatever they could to

et a normal force and to try to do something amidst the worst con-
gitions, But the ?uestion remained whether the Secretariat as such
was correctly informed as to what was going on, because if you
speak to ambassadors from like New Zealand, Czechoslovakia, I
think Brazil was also there and Pakistan, these people, if you
speak with the diplomats, were not informed, neither before the
genocide, nor when the genocide started, that it was genocide that
was going on,

And I think one of the problems also with the Clinton Adminis-
tration was that the word “genocide” was not used for a very long
time, although with the information which was sent since January
1994, the Clinton Administration and the Belgian and French Gov-
ernment should have known that genocide was in preparation. And
even if Ambassador Khan could say that there was some doubt
about what was really going on between January and April, I think
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in light of the information which was there before, after the 7th of
April, it should have been obvious to all of the diplomats that geno-
cide was going on because it was exactly what has been announced
before, among others, in the General Dallaire cable.

Mr. MCNAMARA. Could I just add the reference in our report to
a Human Rights Watch report on arms reaching Rwanda through
eastern Zaire was as early as Maﬁ 1995, and that report led to the
}mmi of the arms embargo on Rwanda, and that should be put
into the wider issue of the international inquiry.

Mr. PAYNE. The Dallaire cable, that went directly to the Security

Council?

Mr. KHAN. No.

Mr. PAYNE. There is information that said that cable went di-
rectly to the Security Council.

Mr. DESTEXHE. It went to General Baril, who is also a Canadian
general who was the military adviser of Kofi Annan. After that it
18 not exactly well known the whereabouts of the cable within the
U.N. system. It seems that while Kofi Annan saw it, or at least his
deputy replied, but it is not known exactly if Boutros Boutros-Ghali
had seen it, and it is not known whether the Security Council was
informed or not.

I think, according to all of the evidence, what could be said is
that the Security Council was informed that there was a serious
situation in Rwanda going on, but not with the kind of specific in-
formation which was in the teiegram. It is not known when the Se-
curity Council was informed, whether it was immediately after the
11th of January or if it was much later.

Today with the information which is at our disposal, we could
say—if there is no other evidence—that the Security Council was
not correctly informed as such about that cable.

The Belgian, the French and the U.S. Government were correctly
informed about the situation, but not the Security Council as such.
I think you can organize some hearings also with some U.N, am-
bassadors of small countries like Czechoslovakia or New Zealand.
If you speak with their ambassadors, they never get the feeling

that somethingN&I)f that scale was in the preparation.
Mr. PAYNE. My time has probably run out, but let me ask two

final quick questions. )
ou feel that the Operation Turquoise by the French

One, why dov¥
and Cixapter I was requested when it was requested and that
there was no initiative for a Chapter VII before that time?

Mr. DESTEXHE. At that time nobody was willinﬁ to do anything.
The Belgian Government wanted to get out of Rwanda, and the
Belgian Government unfortunately did all it could to convince the
Security Council as a rule that the whole U.N. force should be
withdrawn. And it has very damaging consequences because Bel-
gium, because of the colonial past, was considered as kind of a ref-
erence on Rwanda. Belgium was the country with the best knowl-
edge of the situation in Rwanda. So the fact that Belgium said to
the Security Council the only thing to do is get out had a very bad

and ne%ative impact on the Security Council. .
The United States, because of Somalia, was totally against any

kind of involvement in Rwanda. The French were much more am-
biguous, and the rest of the Security Council were not correctly in-
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formed. They were told that it was a civil war. They were told that
it was the secular fighting between the Hutu am{ the Tutsi. But
this was the planned extermination of a segment of the population.
It was a genocide.

But if you read the press at the time, the general feeling was
that it was a civil war, the secular fighting between ethnic rivals
8o the rest of the Security Council was not correctly informed. And
it should be said that the French intervention, despite all of the
ambiguities, the French were the only ones very late to try to do
something; maybe with a hidden agenda, I don’t know, but at least
they did something. Although it had several drawbacks, it saved
between 6,000 and 16,000 Tutsis. And the only Tutsi who were
saved were saved either by the French or by the Rwandan Patriotic
Front. None of them—I should say very, very few of them were
save;i by the United Nations or by the Beigian or the U.S. Govern-
ment,

Mr. PAYNE. I really have to end, but the other part was the fact
that Radio Milles Collines was broadcasting continuously, and the
fact with troops that are sophisticated there, why no one could take
that radio out, whereas in Bosnia they took four radios out at
about the same time because they could be taken out. And, of
course, one of the individuals who controlled the radio was one of
those executed in Rwanda a week ago, but finally had not the RPF
come in when it did to save the country, I would imagine that the
genocide would have just continued. I mean, no one was really will-
mﬁ to step up and to protect the Feop]e from the genocidaires. And
I had some other questions, but I guess the time has run out, but
once again I thank li'ou for your statements.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr, Payne.,

Mr. DESTEXHE. Very briefly on that issue, it is often said that
doing something before the genocide started would have required
a strong military intervention. I don’t think that is true.

The key things were that at that time the United Nations and
all of the major players were in the logic of the Arusha Agreement,
in the logic of the peace accords, and this logic is that you have to
deal with belligerents fighting against each other.

I think the major failure was at the end of December 1993 or at
the beginning of 1994 not to recognize that the Arusha process was
clean because it was killed by President Habyarimana and his
party, who killed an alternative to the Arusha process, and the al-
ternative was the genocide. They were departing from the peace
process, and they went with genocide rather than to share power
with the opposition, both Hutu and Tutsi, in Rwanda. '

This, I would say, is the intellectual and the political failure of
the United Nations, it is not to recognize that despite all of the evi-
dence that we find in the archives of the Belgian diplomatic serv-
ice, because the evidence was there, they continued in the logic of
a civil war. That means that they continued in the logic which is
you deal with the murderer, you deal with the perpetrator of the
genocide, and that logic was maintained until the 7th of April.

What should have been done somewhere at the end of 1993 or
1994 was to recognize that it was not working and to take side very
clearly against President Habyarimana. This didn’t necessarily
imply a military U.N. intervention or U.S. intervention. It is like
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saying, look, if you don’t stop the broadcast of Radio Milles Collines
within a week, we are going to stop all foreign aid to your regime.
You should know that the regime which organized the first ever
genocide ever organized in Rwanda was on top of the regime receiv-
ing foreign aid over all of Africa, so this kind of strong Fo‘gic saying,
if you don’t stop broadcasting Radio Milles Collines, you are going
to be cut from all foreign aid being given to you, tiungs like that
hasn’t been tried, and this could have worked.

The problem is that the signal which was lf’iwen in January 1994
to the pe?etrators of the genocide by the United Nations and by
the United States to Belgium and the French Government, the sig-
nal was, look, we know that you are &;eparinf a genocide, but we

are not goip‘g to do ar‘?'thing about it. Go ahea
I mean, if you tried to interpret it in a rational way, if you put

yourself in the skin of Habyarimana and his followers, and if you
tried to see out from the evidence of that fact, Mr. Chairman, what
would be your conclusion?

Your conclusion should be, look, they know what I am doing, and
they came to see me and tﬁey just made some verbal diplomatic

rotestations, and so we want to make some organized genocide.

he conclusion that we make is that we can go ahead for the geno-
cide. Of course, I have no proof of that, but I think it is very logical
that if being warned, the international community knows your
project, and nothing is done to stop them, then your rational con-
clusion is that you have a kind of green ligi\t to go ahead.

And the genocide after the 7th of April haé)pened exactly—in-
cluding the Belgian withdrawal—happened as described in that fa-
mous cable. This cable announced 2%2 months before exactly as it
happened 2%2 months later.

r. SMITH. Thank you, Senator, and Mr. Payne.

I would just like to ask one final question, Mr. McNamara.

The CR had a meeting in Geneva, and the representatives
of the Congo and Rwanda publicly blamed UNHCR for the deaths
of refugees in eastern Zaire. These were the very refugees that

forces of these two governments were accused of denying humani-
tarian access to, and in some cases actuall}; ki]]ing I understand
h akley, did not

that the U.S. representative at the time, Phyllis
come to the defense of UNHCR and, in fact, lavished praise on
those two governments, Rwanda and Congo. Was this a helpful
contribution by the U.S. Government, in your view?

Mr. MCNAMARA. In my personal view?

Mr. SMITH. Yes.

Mr. MCNAMARA. No.

Mr. SMiTH. Thank you. ‘ o

I would like to thank our very distinguished panel for their in-
sights and candor, and I would like to ask if our third panel would
come to the witness table.

Leading off our third Kanel is Dr. Alison Des Forges, a consultant
to Human Rights Watch, who has undertaken some 2 dozen mis-
gions to the Great Lakes region of Central Africa. She has provided
expert testimony regarding the Rwanda genocide to the Inter-
national Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, as well as to judicial au-
thorities in Canada, Belgium, and the United States. Trained as a
historian at Harvard and Yale Universities, Dr. Des Forges has
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written numerous articles and monographs on Rwandan history.
Perhaps more than anyone, Dr. Des Forges has worked to alert p;{-
icymakers to impending violence in Rwanda and not to let them ig-
nore violence that is ongoing no matter who are the perpetrators
and who are the victims., .

Ms. Kathi Austin is currently a visiting scholar at the Center for
the African Studies at Stanford University, a director of the Afri-
can Project, and a consultant for the Human Rights Watch Arms
Project. In her efforts to document conflicts in Africa during the
last 10 years, Ms. Austin has conducted extensive field investiga-
tions on that continent.

Holly Burkhalter is the advocacy director for Physicians for
Human nghts. Before joining Physicians for Human Rights in
1997, Ms. Burkhalter served for 14 years as Washington director
and advocacy director for Human Rights Watch. Before joining
Human Rights Watch, she worked in Congress for 5 years as a
staff member.

Jeff Drumtra is the Africa policy analyst for the U.S. Committee
for Refugees. He has conducted site visits to assess refugees in
Rwanda, Burundi, Congo, Zaire and other parts of Africa and Asia.
He is author and editor of reports on refugee situations in nearly
3 dozen African countries.

Finally, Mr. Francois-Xavier Nsanzuwera is the Secretarﬁ Gen-
eral of the International Federation of Leagues for Human Rights,
Rwandese Association of Human Rights as well as the president for
the Center of Rwandan Information and Studies. Previously he was
district attorney of Kigali in Rwanda and the president of a promi-
nent Rwandan human rights league in that country. He has twice
served as an expert witness for the International Criminal Tribu-

nal for Rwanda.
Dr. Des Forges, if you could begin.

STATEMENT OF ALISON DES FORGES, CONSULTANT, HUMAN
: RIGHTS WATCH/AFRICA

Ms. DEs Forces. Thank you.
I think the extent of information revealed in the hearings today

indicates how important this question is that you have raised, and
I think we all must deplore the absence of responsible people from
the Administration to deal with the many pressing issues which
have come out and which will come out as a result of this hearing.
I have submitted a prepared statement, but rather than dealing
with that, I would like to address a few s‘)eciﬁc questions that were
raised by the Freceding speakers as well as to deal with a couple
of comments of my own about the whole history of the genocide.
First of all, in terms of the United Nations itself, I was happy
that Ambassador Khan was willing to share with us the impor-
tance of the split between Dallaire and Booh Booh. It is clear that
this was not, however, a split between French speakers and
English speakers because Dallaire was also a French speaker, It
was rather a split between a man who came from the outside,
Dallaire, a Canadian who had no connection, and Booh Booh, who
was an insider in the African power elite, and who was very close
to Habyarimana. So it was the local political dynamics which

caused this division between them.
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The division was extremek' important in shaping the kind of in-
formation that was received and processed by the Secretariat. I
haye a telegram, which I do not have with me, but which I will be
ublishing shortly, which will point out the difference between
ooh Booh and Dallaire in their assessment of the genocide. It was

sent on April 8 as the violence was beﬁinnin . The first half of the
am was written by Booh Boo andg the second half by

tel

Dallaire. And the first half minimizes the existing violence and, as
Senator Destexhe pointed out, puts a great deal of stress on the
sort of asﬁect of the recurrence of the civil war; whereas the second
half which begins in the middle of the third page, and all of a sud-
den the entire thing is written in capital letters, fairly screams out
at you in Dallaire’s voice, pay attention, something terrible is hap-
pening here, and we must react.

The split at the level within the sources of information to the
Secretariat is one of great importance, and it seems that in general
the Secretariat chose to privilege the information from Booh Booh
rather than Dallaire. That, it seems to me, is quite clear.

On the question of what the Security Council did or did not
know, Ambassador Khan has suggested that the nonpermanent
members basically had information that came from the point of
view of the Rwandan Government, and certainly the Rwandan Gov-
ernment representative was very active in trying to make his views
known, but to the credit of those nonpermanent members, they
made a serious effort to inform themselves.

I myself was called at home on a Saturday morning by the rep-
resentative of the Czech Republic, who said, you have got to under-
stand that Rwanda is not a priority for the Czech Republic, but as
a human being I cannot sit here and do nothing, and he did indeed
take action.

The following Monday afternoon he organized a meeting, it was
not a formal meeting, of course, it was an afternoon coffee at his
house at which all non%ermanent representatives of the Security
Council attended and where I had the opportunity for 3 hours to
present a point of view diametrically opposed to that of the Rwan-
da Government representative.

So Security Council members had at least one alternative source
of information, and I am quite sure that the{ had others because
they took their responsibility seriously once they understood what

the situation held, ' .
That, I believe, is the chief importance, from my point of view,

of the January 11 telegram. It is not that it stands as the only
warning, because it certainly was not, but had that waming been
eﬁ‘ectiveiy delivered to the nonpermanent members, some of them
who behaved so responsibly later on mi%ht have begun to behave
responsibly earlier and forced the hand of the permanent members,
notably the United States and the United Kingdom, who were com-
pletel ogposed to taking a stronger position at that time, .
So I think you have to look at one level at what is happening
within the United Nations, the U.N. Secretariat, its own dynamics
and politics, but then you have to go beyond that and say why are
the Secretariat personnel behaving as they did, and there the an-
swer is quite clear. They are behaving as they did because of pres-

sure from the major member states.
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So it is not the U.N. Secretariat here alone that you need to look
at, but who is, in effect, sufggesting the course to those people in
the U.N. personnel, and of course that was largely the United
States and the United Kingdom.

Senator Destexhe, perhaps because he was being too kind for our
feelings here, did not bring to your attention a point of great impor-
tance, which was in mid-February Belgium made a serious attempt
to extend the mandate of the peacekeeping force. Had that exten-
sion been done in mid-February, there would have been a strong
possibility of action on April 6 or 7th.

Boutros-Ghali refused to bring that issue to the Security Council
because he said the United States and the United Kingdom have
made clear that they do not want that extension to go forward.

So here is one very clear case of U.S. policy having an incredibly
important effect on the politics within the Secretariat and the deci-
sg'im about what will or will not be discussed by the Security Coun-
cil.
I would like to deal more specifically now with some other as-
pects of U.S. responsibility. If we can go back just a little bit—actu-
ally quite a bit before the start of the genocide and look at the
question of U.S. aid. In the late 1980’s and early 1990’s, Rwanda
was for a long time considered the model of economic development,
and here is a lesson which is very important for the current situa-
tion in Rwanda. Are we prepared to sacrifice human rights consid-
erations for economic progress and so-called political stability? That
was the choice that we made at the end of the 1980’s and early
1990’s when we turned our eyes away from the massacres of Tutsis
and other abuses in order to continue this hope of economic
progress with a regime that we thought was stable.

In that situation in 1991, when the United States was beginnin
to put money into democratization projects in Rwanda, a team o
consultants looked at the whole political situation there, and their
first recommendation to the U.S. Government, and, in fact, to all
of the donor communities, because the U.S. Ambassador called to-
gether the ambassadors of the other embassies to hear their report,
and the first recommendation was any further economic assistance
to this government must require them to give up the use of ethnic
classification on the identity cards. That was in July 1991, and no
one responded to that suggestion, includini the U.S. Government.
Had that suggestion been implemented at that time, identity cards
would not have borne the mark “Hutu” or “Tutsi” when the geno-
cide began. . .

When you come to the question of the establishment of the
UNAMIR, of the U.S. peacekeeping force, it is important to look at
the influence of the United States in shaping the size and the man-
date of that force. Because of financial considerations, because of
the desire to economize, partly prompted by pressures within the
Congress, the Administration had in its mind the idea that this
peacekeeping force must be cheap. It must not cost a lot. Therefore,
when migtary experts from the United Nations said to be effective
this force must have at least 5,000 soldiers and should have 8,000
goldiers, the United States countered b{, saying 500. Now, the fig-
ure that was finally settled on was slightly less than 3,000, but it
was clear that this was the U.S. pressure in part that forced the
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limiting of the size of the first U.N. force and consequently the lim-
1t1'r11‘ﬁ of its mandate.

e mandate spelled out in the Arusha Accords was quite a seri-
ous mandate that tasked the soldiers with protecting citizens
throughout the country during the transition period. By the time
the force was actually negotiated at the Security Council, what
emerged was a force which had the task of supervising—not guar-
anteeing, supervising security not within the entire country, but in
the capital of Kigali, so a vast shrinking of its area of responsibil-

ity.
_ On the question of what was known throughout this period, there
is a great deal of evidence from many sources about warnings that
went on throughout this period. There was on December 3 a letter
by high-ranking military officers to General Dallaire, and I quote,
:3' told him that massacres are being prepared and are sup-
posed to spread throughout the country begmmng with the rt:ﬁions
that have a great concentration of Tatsis.” That was a month be-

fore the famous telegram.
After Januari;, Dallaire submitted no fewer than six requests in
a

that period to have more troops and an extended mandate, so he
clearly knew—and the telegram that Destexhe quoted from, Feb-
made that point again, that we are being backed into a

ruary 3
corner. We are not going to be able to do our job here unless you

give us something more to work with,
The question of what the United States knew, something which

hasn’t been mentioned today is the CIA study which was called for
within the U.S. Government, produced at the end of January, a
look at possible scenarios in Rwanda in the coming months, and
the worst-case scenario at the end of January predicted renewed
conflict with half a million people to be killed. This was our own
CIA study. It was produced by an analyst whose work was other-
wise highly valued in the Intelligence Community, but in this case
they disregarded his conclusions.

At the end of March when the mandate was once more being con-
gidered at the Security Council, Boutros-Ghali brought forth the in-
formation on the training of militia and the distribution of arms,
for the first time formally presented that to the Council, although
it was true that there were informal briefings before that time, but
instead of requesting an extended mandate and more soldiers and
better arms as Dallaire had been asking for, he said instead what
should happen is an additional 45 policemen should be sent; the
reason for 45 policeman rather than many more troops and a better
mandate, because it fell within the cost parameters which were
being set by major players on the scene, namely the United States.

In terms of when the violence began—sorry, let me go back 1
minute.

When Senator Destexhe was talking about Habyarimana he

robably figured that if they did nothing about the information
g-om the January 11 telegram, that meant that it would be OK to
go ahead with the genocide and no one would intervene, that
wasn’t a deduction that had to be made, that was the specific mes-
sage that was delivered by Boutros-Ghali in a phone call to
Habyarimana. He said to him, if you keep up with this kind of
stuﬁ),, we are going to pull out. So it was already clearly specified
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from January on that the United Kingdom did not intend to play
a serious role if there was a renewal of conflict.

At the time, the first weekend, it was already clear that this was

oing to be a campaign of ethnic cleansing and of terror. It is true
that there was confusion in the minds of many people between civil
war and genocide. It is true that many of the Fress accounts were
inaccurate, but the New York Times on April 11 gublished a story
saying that civilians were seeking refuge in U.N. posts because
they were, “terrified by the ruthless campaign of ethnic cleansing
and terror.”

As I mentioned, the April 8 telegram which came into the U.N.
headquarters from Dallaire and Booh Booh, Dallaire also specified
in that ethnic cleansing was going on in a systematic fashion
throughout the city.

Let me refresh your memories. That weekend there were more
than a thousand elite Belgian and French troops sent in. The
Italians followed soon after, and the U.S. Marines were on standby
20 minutes away in Bujumbura, all for the purpose of evacuating
foreigners.

Let me quote the opinion of the Commander of the Belgian
troops in the U.N. peacekeeping force at the time. He said, in a
confidential assessment after the fact, speaking of that weekend,
the responsible attitude would have been to join the efforts of the
Belgian, French and Italian troops with those of UNAMIR and to
have restored order in the country. There were enough troops to do
it, or at least to have tried. When people rightly point the finger
at certain persons presumed responsible for the genocide, I wonder
after all it there is not another category of those responsible be-
cause of their failure to act.

On the question of troop withdrawal, it is clear that the Belgians
were very embarrassed by pulling out their troops, and the United
States, wanting to help out a friendly country, participated in that
effort to decide to pull out the entire force.

I would like to make a point here that seems to me of extremely
great importance, and that is the extent to which international ac-
tions had their impact within Rwanda and helped to shape the
course of this genocide.

In those first hours moderate military officers made contact with
the United States, with France, and with Belgium and asked for
support in opposing the genocide. They received no encouragement,
so they did not ever come together in a cohesive enough force to
op};ose the genocide. A .

he RPF on April 9 proposed a joint military operation between
RPF troops, moderate military of the government, and UNAMIR
troops to put down the massacres, to stop the killing, but because
the United Nations was circumscribed by its mandate, there was
no response from that quarter, and that effort failed.

Within the country there was a constant awareness on the part
of the extremists about what was happening in the rest of the
world and a serious attempt to maintain contact with foreigners.
There were delegations sent abroad to try to publicize the Rwan-
dan Government Kosition, including to the United Nations itself,
and there one of the most disgraceful scenes in the United Nations
was at the Security Council table when the representatives of the
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enocidal government were allowed to present a justification of
their point of view and where virtually none of the delegates at
that table had the guts to confront the representatives of this gov-
ernment abo:t what it was doing back home.

I believe that there were very few—I know that the Czechs spoke
}Ix‘g and the New Zealanders spoke up, but many others did not.

ey simfly sat there and listened to this. And of course they
never cha lenged the right of this government to continue to sit on
the Security Council.

On April 15, there was a confidential session of the Security
Council to discuss the withdrawal of the U.N. troogs. Of course, the
member from Rwanda was present, and he heard this discussion.
At that session the United States took the position that the entire
force should be pulled out. Now, they later changed this (fosition,
but at that point that was at the close of business on that day, that
was what the Security Council was leaning toward was a complete
withdrawal. It was the next morning that the Rwandan Council of
Ministers met and decided to extend the genocide into the central
and southern parts of the country, which had until then been rel-
atively untouched. :

I think that it is certainly a reasonable conclusion that the infor-
mation that the international community was planning to get itself
out of there facilitated those extremists who wanted to push for the
extension of the genocide into other parts of the country.

The protests of the United States when they finally were made
were heard not just in the councils of government, but all of the
way down to the level of the local communities out on the hills. The
responsiveness to international criticism was such that it tran-
scended down that administrative hierarchy to the prefecture of
Kibuye in the western part of the countrﬁ, and communications
networks may have been disrupted, but they were working well
enough for signals from Washington, faint as they were, to reach
down to those hills so that the local government official told people,
you've got to stop killing because Washington is making that a pre-
condition for dealing with our government.

Now, did they really mean it? Of course, this was so late, many
people were already dead by then. Or did they mean simply remove
the killing from public view, because they went on to say, remem-
ger there are satellites overhead that are monitoring what we are

oing.

Thgat was the level of consciousness, not appropriate, not accu-
rate, but there was a sense that we need to be careful because of
what people are thinking about us. .

Amf the other prime example of that is when Rwandan military
went to Paris and asked for support and for arms, the French re-
sponse was, we cannot hel ]you as long as you continue doing
these horrible things so publicly. And the message went out 2 days
later over Radio Rwanda or Radio RTLM, I have forgotten which
one, saying to people, please, no more cadavers on the road. Get

~ them out of the way.

So you can see the extent to which international opinion could
have its influence within this system, how it could have influenced
moderates and given them courage to resist, how it could have in-
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fluenced extremists to control their behavior. But none of that hap-
pened because we didn't act.

The lessons from all of this we will be talking about for a lon
time to come, but the superficial lesson is the easy lesson. We aﬁ
know don’t let a genocide happen again; if you see the signs, do
something about it.

But what I would like to say is that there is another lesson un-
derneath that lesson, because we are not likely to see this same sit-
uation again. Why not? Because although the international tribu-
nal is not doing a great job, it is working. There has been a con-
demnation. Ambassador Khan apparently wasn’t aware of that.
There has been one guilt‘s(r verdict handed down already, and people
in that region are now knowing enough not to go out and put it
on the radio that our intention is genocide or to publicly organize
militias to go out and kill. Instead it is becoming more difficult to
know exactly what is happening.

The next time around we will have the problem not just of mobi-
lizing the political will when we have a situation that we clearly
know the realities, we will also have the problem of knowing the
realities, and in that connection I want to draw your attention to
a whole series of problems that we are now encountering in know-
ing what is going on in the Congo with the lack of cooperation from
the Kabila Government, with the end of the effective post of special
rapporteur for Rwanda, with the banniniof the special rapporteur
from the Congo, with the suppression of the results of international
investigations as was done with the Gersony report in the Rwanda
context, with the whitewash of the Kibeho massacre, and now with
the effort on the part of the Rwanda Government to end the mon-
itoring function for the U.N. human rights field operation.

We must find accurate sources of information. We must know, or
the next time we will end up compounding the error of the Rwanda
genocide because not only will we not act, we will not know that
we should be actin% .

Mr. SMITH. Dr. Des Forges, thank you very much for that very
comprehensive analysis and warning with lessons learned and the
fact that many things going on today, unfortunately they are not
on man{ people’s radar screens, that could lead to another repeat

i

of such killings. .
[The prepared statement of Ms. Des Forges appears in the ap-

endix.] .
° Mr. SMITH. Before I go to Ms. Austin, you mentioned that several
of the delegations or the delegates just sat while the presentation
was made. Was the U.S, delegation silent?

Ms. DES FoRrGES. I would have to go back and look, and I don’t
want to condemn them, but my feeling is if they said anything at
all, it was extremely wishy-washy. The only ones I remember hav-
ing made a clear statement were the Czechs, the New Zealanders
and perhaps the Spanish.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you.

Mr. SMITH. Ms. Austin.
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STATEMENT OF KATHI L. AUSTIN, VISITING SCHOLAR,
AFRICAN STUDIES CENTER, STANFORD UNIVERSITY

Ms. AUSTIN. Thank you, Chairman Smith, for calling this impor-
tant hearing, and I want to also thank your colleagues, Ms. McKin-
ney and Mr. Payne, for calling this really important and timely
hearing on Rwanda. You could not be concerned with a nobler
cause than that of preventing genocide, crimes against humanity

and wide-scale violence against civilians.
Since the middle of 1994, I have traveled to Rwanda and the

Great Lakes region on several len%llly field investigations, most
often as a consultant to the Human Rights Watch Arms Project, in
an effort to research and document the impact of arms flows and
military assistance on the continuing conflicts in the region.

Since the outbreak of civil war in Rwanda in 1990, the country
has experienced a rising tide of militarization with a correspondin
decrease in human security. Contributing to this horrific state o
affairs is the seeminfly unending flow of weapons and military as-
sistance—with very few constraints and often no conditionality ap-
plied—into the region.

My research shows also that one area of total policy failure by
the United States has been its minimalist concern for security
flows, including arms, training and military equipment for all of
the warring parties in the Great Lakes region. If U.S. policy had
forcefully addressed the ongoing militarization of the region, the

rospect of repeated cycles of genocide or massive violence would

e different.

This hearing also today coincides with growing public concern
about the significance of the arms trade, especially the trade in
small arms and light weapons, and its refationship to conflict and
human rights abuses.

But governments in general are very protective of their arms net-
works, usually because they serve as an instrument of foreign pol-
icy, or because of their commercial benefit. Today the volatx]itg of
the Great Lakes region demands that more attention be paid to
arms trade issues,

We have talked about the backfround of the current patterns of
suﬁv‘ply of weapons. I would just like to make a few remarks and
talk a little bit about what was going on during the Rwandan civil
war and the genocide. _

The fact is that in 1992, the Rwandan Government was the third
largest importer of weapons in sub-Saharan Africa” behind Angola
anrg Nigeria. There was information that was published about cov-
ert arms brokering and deliveries to the Rwandan Government, for
example by the Governments of France, South Africa and Egypt,
and nothing was done. There was a very small mission set up to
stop supplies from Uganda to the RPF, but that was very inad-
equate to the task. Much of the military assistance that went to
Rwanda during the civil war and leading up to the genocide flew
in the face of the internationally negotiated Arusha peace agree-
ment.

In Rwanda, the Arusha Accords, along with the arrival of U.N.
peacekeepers, lulled policymakers into thinking that they were
doing enough. Weapons flows were assumed to cease automatically,
and the peacekeeping forces were expected to monitor security.
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we have heard today, a variety of international actors did very lit-
tle to prevent the genocide. Even though, as Alison Des Forges
mentioned, U.S. intelligence and analysis projected as its worst-
case scenario hundreds of thousands of casualties in Rwanda, it did
nothing to concern itself with intervention to curtail this violence.

As we have also heard today, the U.S. peacekeeping commander,
General Dallaire, was prohibited from seizing arms caches even on
sites identified by U.N. intelligence, although he made persistent
requests to do so.

ile France withdrew the bulk of its troops from Rwanda, no
international pressure was put on France to withdraw as the main
military patron of the Rwanda regime. No thought was given to the
disarmament of the Hutu militias.

Tragically, a U.N. arms embargo was not proposed for Rwanda
until a month and a half after the genocide commenced, and even
then the embargo had no rigorous enforcement measures.

We have also heard today about how the perpetrators of the
genocide led a mass exodus of Hutu refugees into the neighboring
countries. The immediate impact of this refugee crisis was to ex-
tend Rwanda’s political strife throughout the region and lay the

oundwork for continued regional warfare. France and Zaire both
acilitated the safe exit of the defeated Rwandan Army and its mili-
tias along with their weapons, and this is one of the reasons why
the refugee camps quickly became militarized.

Following the genocide, I spent 4 months in the field document-
ing the rearming of the perpetrators of the Rwandan genocide
based not only in the refugee camps, but also in the neighborin
towns of eastern Zaire. This was all beins done in violation o
international arms embargo. I was able to document how, in con-
travention of the arms embargo, weapons poured into eastern Zaire
from traffickers or governments based in Belgium, China, France,
South Africa and Seychelles. I was able to interview and observe
the comings and Cgoings of the key architects of the Rwandan geno-
cide, includirﬁ olonel Bagasore and the former Prime Minister
Kambanda. Most often they weren’t in refugee camps, but they
were sitting poolside in very nice hotel areas.

In my interviews they spoke openly of their plans to finish their
“job” in Rwanda. Despite calls from the International Tribunal for
the arrest of the Genocidaires, the international community
shunned its role in Zaire where many of these perpetrators were
based. As we now know, a successfully rejuvenated ex-FAR and its
militias forged alliances with the local Zairian military and politi-
cal authorities as well as Burundi insurgents in order to attack
Rwanda, Burundi, and certain ethnic groups within eastern Zaire,
mainly the Banyarwanda of the Masisi region and the
Banyamulengue of South Kivu.

Continuously these kinds of attacks and the ethnic massacres
that went on were ignored. Again the international community
failed to address the mounting security concerns. A policy aimed at
conflict prevention would have required the dismantling of the ref-
ugee camps and an end put to the military threat of the ex-FAR
and its allied militias.

What is most startling for us here today was that the U.S. Gov-
ernment was well aware that their failure to address these securi-
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ties concerns would lead to a Rwandan invasion and the massive
loss of human life among the refugee population. As early as De-
cember 1994, U.S. military intelligence was reporting that the
Rwanda Government would use force in neighboring countries. It
also was reporting that this would result in the death of tens of
thousands as Hutu insurgents used the refugees in Zaire's camps

~ as shields.

At the same time U.S. intelligence acknowledged that in part
Rwanda was responsible because its own military campaigns with-
in the country were contributing to the heightening of the tension
since it was ruthlessly pursuing a counterinsurgency campaign.

The war in Zaire in 1996 and 1997 was a direct outgrowth of the
regional destabilization by the allied Hutu insurgent forces. Both
the Rwandan and Burundian Governments became actively in-
volved in invasive military operations to stymie these constant in-
surgent attacks on their territories. The war widened as arms and
other forms of military support were provided to the ADFL from
Uganda, Eritrea and Angola, all three of which were receiving U.S.
military support at the time.

Kabila, the leader of the ADFL was also receiving direct support
from U.é., British and Canadian corporations. The U.S. Govern-
ment provided military equipment and training to other regional

overnments who were militarily supporting Kabila and the ADFL
orces.

BX the time the ADFL ‘had conquered the capital, Kinshasa, the
RPA and its allied ADFL forces had massacred thousands of Hutu
refugees, innocents and genocidaires alike, whose deaths some U.S.
officials in the region have described as “collateral damage.”

Currently civil war wages on in both Rwanda and Burundi.

While the U.S. Government has issued a statement that genocidal
acts are being committed in Burundi today, the Clinton Adminis-
tration appears most preoccupied with preventing the resurgence of
genocide in Rwanda. At the same time there are a growing number
of reports of the intensification of military cooperation between the
Covernments of Rwanda, Burundi, Uganda and the Democratic Re-
public of Congo and their plans to launch offenses against the rem-
nants of the former Rwandan Army, the former Zairian security
foycgs, extremist Hutu insurgents and UNITA. War is again in the
wind.
In reviewing the horrific facts of Rwanda’s cycles of violence, it
is necessary to take stock of what difference the U.S. Government
could have made. The failure of early warning and preventive ac-
tion is absolute. As with the genocide, the militarization of the ref-
ugee camps and the massacres of thousands of refugees by the
A%FL and its allied RPA—forces all foretold there was an unwill-
ingness to risk either military or more robust strategies which
would have been necessary to mitigate this violence.

The failure to intervene during the genocide and then afterwards
to demilitarize the refugee camps clearly were failures of inaction.
However, the U.S. response to the Zaire crisis of 1996 and 1997
might be seen as a failure of actions taken. Slowly emerging is a
picture of U.S. security policy toward Rwanda which wittingly or
unwittingly may have contributed to the massive loss of civilian life
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inside Zaire as well as internal human rights violations and the
atrocities that have gone on inside Rwanda.

It cannot be understated that the security concerns for Rwanda
and ethnic Tutsis in the refion are very real. It cannot be under-
stated that little has been done by the international community to
address these concerns. But it is also the case that U.S. policy has
erred in addressing these concerns bf,’ becoming partisan, at mini-
mum by closm§, an eye to human rights abuses and atrocities, and
at worst providing military, political and psychological support to
a government which has encouraged these offenses or participated
in these offenses.

What is most troubling is that U.S. security assistance to Rwan-
da and other governments in the region have possibly facilitated
the killing of tens of thousands of refugees in Zaire.

I would like to just give some thoughts on what my key findings
have been throughout my research in the Great Lakes region.

On security issues, the resort to violence on all sides of the con-
flict in Rwanda has completely overwhelmed today the political
process, and the security aspects of this are not being effectively
addressed by U.S. foreign policy. Most of the foreign policy and do-
mestic political changes being wrought in Rwanda and neighborin
countries has been through the potential threat of or the actuzﬁ
barrel of the gun. In this respect much of the political process has
evolved around shoring up one’s military prowess and alliances and
finding both external and internal legitimacy for one’s military
campaigns.

at is frightening about this sorry state of affairs is that mod-
erates continually are being pushed out of the political process. The
all-out pursuit of military might lessens the efficacy of diplomacy
or negotiating to achieve peace. U.S. policy in support of the Rwan-
dan Government, as well as its own geostrategic political interests
in the region, has become entrapped in this dynamic.

Security assistance and weapons are also being acquired, not
only by regular armies and insurgencies, but also by irregular
Froups such as civilian defense forces and ethnic militias, and, in
arge part, this is because they have found that obtaining arms is
a prerequisite for survival in the absence of any other kind of na-
tional or international mechanisms to ensure their security.

Again, I want to reiterate that the United States has taken a
minimal response toward the problem of weapons flows and mili-
tary assistance to the Rwandan belligerents and to the region in
general. The United States has not been transparent about its own
military involvement, nor has it effectively monitored the use of its
military transfers to the region.

To conclude, while the United States has talked endlessly of how
to stem ethnic warfare or avert another genocide in the Great
Lakes region, there still remains a notable silence about the way
in which foreign weapon transfers and security assistance influence
the likelihood of such outcomes.

Even graver still, certain members of the international commu-
nity continue to supply arms or other forms of military assistance,
often covertly, to various parties at war in the region. Others have
allowed insurgents to base and arm themselves within their coun-
tries, and, more commonly, private merchants are taking advan-
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tage of foreign overnment sponsorship, loose restrictions on arms
transfers, phable transshipment countries, poor control at border
points and/or corrupt officials to operate with impunity in the' re-
gion.

While efforts at reversing the tide of militarization in the Great
Lakes region is very complex and the challenges are obviously
enormous, no other place in the world is in dire need of such efforts
as the higi'\l volatile Great Lakes region.

I would like to make a few recommendations for U.S. policy, chief
of which is that the United States should establish a coherent secu-
rity policy toward the Great Lakes region which emphasizes con-
flict prevention and minimizes further militarization. In doing so,
the U.S. Government should make public all information on its se-
curity assistance, training and arms flows to Rwanda and the re-
gion since 1993, as well as publicly disclose all information on cur-
rent and future sales, transfers and assistance, and the United
States should pressure other foreign governments to do so. The
U.S. Government should also monitor the end use of its own provi-
sion of training, military equipment, arms transfers and security
assistance to all warring (;)arties in the Great Lakes region.

Finally, we have talked a lot today about the reactivation of the
U.N. Commission of Inquiry into arms trafficking, but I would like
to state that its mandate is limited only to investigations. The
mandate really should be extended to prohibit current and future
transfers and to vigorousli/ enforce the arms embargo that is
against the ex-FAR and allied militias, and the mandate should
also be extended to Burundi.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much. I appreciate your testimony,

[The prepared statement of Ms. Austin appears in the appendix.]

Mr. SMITH. Holly Burkhalter.

STATEMENT OF HOLLY BURKHALTER, ADVOCACY DIRECTOR,
PHYSICIANS FOR HUMAN RIGHTS

Ms. BURKHALTER. Thank you very much for inviting me to tes-
tify. It is particularly gratifying to be able to sit on the same panel
with Alison Des Forges, who was my mentor and the person I ad-
mire most in the human rights field.

This hearing comes at a very important time. I never imagined
4 years after the genocide we would have this interest and this
level of an investigation and this opportunity to change U.S. policy
for the future.

There are three factors, I think, that contribute to widening the
erception of the genocide, widening that crack just a little. The
irst is the President’s trip to Africa, where he acknowledged West-

ern failure, as did the Secretary of State, and where there was an
appro%riate expression of contrition for Western neglect of the
enocide.
& Second, of course, is the European investigations, which I think
we have heard a lot about today, and which brougilt a lot of new
information to the floor, including the very important information
about the U.N. lack of response. o

The third, of course, is your own hearing, and the combination

of those three crack-widening events I think promise or at least
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Eermit the possibility of some really good dialog on a changed U.S.
uman rights policy as it relates to genocide.

In my view, an apology without a changed policy is rather cheap,
even though I thought the apology was appropriate and welcome,
and I am gratified by it. But it is a fact that not one single factor
that was operable in April 1994 or in January 1994 has been
changed. Thus, there can be pledges of “never again” by any of
these people, by Clinton, by Susan Rice or anybody else, but the
peacekeeping policy has not been changed. There have been no or-
ders given to the Pentagon, nothing has changed that contributed
to the inaction and the efforts to impede U.N. action that the
United States engaged in, which I detall in my testimony. All that
is absolutely unchanged. So in my testimony I would like to con-
centrate on what policies need to be changed for the United States

to respond to a genocide in the future.
First of all, there needs to be a formal expression by the Presi-

dent of the United States, and it needs to integrated into all
U.S. militalg' and diplomatic policies, that it is a vital interest of
the United States to prevent and punish genocide in keeping with

our treaty obligations.

You would not think you would need such a statement since we
have signed the treaty that obliges us to do that. But actually this
is not a sort of a whimsical or rhetorical recommendation. If the
United States were to identify suppression of genocide, prevention
of genocide, as a vital interest, then all of these policies that we
have been hearing about today would have been on the table and
would have been talked about and might actually have been done.

Second of all, the Presidential decision directive that is operable
on peacekeeping, and participation in peacekeeping and support for
peacekeeping operations, which is PDD 25, must be changed so
that the United States will formally have in its policy that 1t is a

olicy of the United States to support humanitarian intervention
or stopping genocide.

That doesn’t necessarily mean it has to be American troops, but
the PPD must be changed so all our other policies flow therefrom.
And I see no evidence that it is going to be changed, and I don’t
hear any congressional clamor that it should be changed. I think
without getting at those peacekeepinF policies by both the execu-
tive branch, and by Congress as well, we can have a lot of wind
about never again, never again, and not one single bit of difference
when the next mass ethnic slaughter comes around.

As Senator Destexhe was describing, preventing genocide and
acting on a commitment to prevent genocide does not necessarily
mean throwing a lot more troops in right at the beginning, and I
will not reiterate some of his recommendations.

It is very important to know that the United States knew exactly
what was going on well before January 1994. I know who the
human rights investigator was at the U.S. Embassy. She was excel-
lent. The Country Reports in 1993 were full of information about
targeted execution of Tutsis, of whom thousands were killed. Ac-
co;ginFly, the United States could have engaged diplomatically in
a whole variety of activities that could have encouraged moderates
within the military to step forward, et cetera, including donor

49-306 98-3
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meetings, public condemnations, jamming of radio. There are doz-
ens of things that could be done, short of introducing troops.

Frankly, by the time UNAMIR had to be enlarged, if you had
made that decision on April 6, it was very late in the game, and
the possibility of success was on even then though, of course, I was
in favor of enhancing the force.

But I just wanted to make the point that it tends to be a con-
versation stopper in this town when we talk about suppression of
genocide and Jae'acekeeping %(;lic{j One word stops all conversation:
and that word is Somalia. The United States will not support an-
other engagement like Somalia, and therefore we will not support
others going in that we are going to have to go bail out as we did
in Somalia, et cetera.

That is an absolutely wrong paradigm to use for a situation like
Rwanda. It is not necessary or inevitable that it always be Ameri-
cans who go in. In fact, the rules of enﬁagement that the United
States has placed on its own troops make it such that Americans
are not necessarily the best ones to do a peacekeeping operation.

Much has been said about the tragic loss of the Rangers’ lives in
Somalia, and Americans will not tolerate that, et cetera. Much less
has been said about the fact that several days before that trafic
operation in which the Rangers lost their lives in the search for
Aideed, American troops under American command went lookin
for Aideed in a C-130 %:mship and completely hosed a residentia
area of Mogadishu and killed about 1,000 unarmed Somalis. Now,
that type of military operation is entirely in keeping with U.S. mili-
tary doctrine which places the security of American soldiers first
and foremost. I am not going to argue with it, but that is an inap-
propriate mandate in a peacekeeping or humanitarian operation,
where you kill 1,000 unarmed people and, by the way, don't get
your target.

Several days later came the tragic operation where the Somalis
were mad as hell and went after the American Rangers, who were
not well protected. But there was a context for that. I am not say-
ing it was justifiable. I am sayinlg the introduction of American
troops with that mandate is problematic, in a Somalia and in a
Rwanda.

So even though I favor the Americans being involved in peace-
keeping operations to save lives, and I would note that the Geno-
cide Convention does not say you must prevent genocide using a
multilateral force, if no multilateral force is available, every treaty
signatory has the obligation to stop genocide.

ut I would say the United States can do a great deal, short of
obliging its own soldiers, to help prevent genocide. And my views
are very much informed by what the United States refused to do,
fg(iiled to do and prevented from happening in the Rwandan geno-
cide.
For example, the United Nations has been requesting for years
that troop-contributing countries and wealthy countries preposition
or predesignate in advance armored personnel carriers, commu-
nications gear, a whole variety of things that could be used in an
emergency. We do not have a rapid response force specifically des-
ignated for genocide intervention, and I recognize we do not have
tﬁg political will to have one, though I think should be required
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and think it should be talked about certain}y in the light of two
genocides in the 1990’s, Bosnia and Rwanda. In the absence of such
a force there is still much that could be done to shorten the re-
sponse time.

I went into quite some detail in the sad story about the 50 APCs
(armored personnel carriers). That was, in fact, designed to divert
our attention. But it does, I think, illuminate the point that the
United States has things that the United Nations needs, and they
don’t necessarigt involve soldiers from Ames, Iowa. It could be 50
APCs that could be there in 2 days.

I think the discussion about Operation Turquoise is instructive
here. Turquoise was a very problematic operation. Let us not forget
it did save some Tutsi lives. It also ushered the genocidaire, com-

lete with their weapons, their tanks and eve(r{ything else safely
into Zaire. It created a cordon sanitaire to move directly into Goma,
where they then continued to engage in genocidal activity, both at
home and in Congo. But it does show you how fast an
interventionary force can be put in place.

The United States could have gotten those APCs there on April
8 if they wanted to. So let’s learn from that. I would love to know,
has the executive branch ordered the Pentagon to designate sup-
plies we could make available and, in particular, tanks or armored
Kersonnel carriers or whatever would be needed to get peace-

eepers safelly into the countryside to make a show of force and not
be at loss of life themselves? No, they have not.

The Pentagon’s procurement procedures are only eclipsed by the
United Nations. We have got to cut through that red tape, and it
is possible to do so, but not without the President ordering that it
be done, and he has not ordered that it be done.

I have a whole variety of other recommendations, practical rec-
ommendations, that flow from this policy: that it is a policy of the
United States to respond to genocide quickly I ho%e because I wrote
them carefully to be practical it isn’t all pie in the sky. There are
all kinds of things that could be done. But until the Administration
does more than say, “We are sorry,” they are not going to be done.
I must say that Congress has a vital role to play here. Some of
these things are expensive. They are going to cost money. It means
an American involvement with the United Nations to make it bet-
ter. We don’t have the political will that I can see in the U.S. Con-

ess at this time to do what needs to be done. The United Nations
is only as good as the great nations demand that it be, and in the
Rwandan genocide, I think the United States drove it to its lowest
possibilities. But I don’t think that is inevitable or has to remain
the same. I think the soul-searching %)ing on in Europe and here,
and the openness of some within the U.N. system to speak plainly
about their own failings and the failings of the system do provide
this unique opportunity to do better the next time.

Thank you. _

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much for your excellent testimony,

and also for the many recommendations you provide. .
[The prepared statement of Ms. Burkhalter appears in the ap-

pendix.] . .
Mr. SMITH. I think it would be helpful, I was just talking to my

good friend from Georgia, for this Subcommittee to take many of
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these recommendations being presented and ask the Administra-
tion and get into a dialog with them as to what they will do to act
on many of these things, because like you said, an apology without
substantive reform is very hollow. It makes for a nice splashy
headline the next day, and we are all grateful the President ac-
knowledged our collective inactivity during the crisis, but it is time
to do something so it doesn’t happen again, especially since, as I
think Ms. Austin indicated, there are some signs that things are
ha pening anew; what was it, that war is in the wind.

o I think we need to be very, very vigilant. We will try to en-
gage the Administration. There are representatives from the Ad-
ministration here, and I hope they will take back all of your rec-
ommendations and begin to carefully study them.

Mr. SMITH. I would like to proceed to our next witness, Francois-

Xavier Nsanzuwera.

STATEMENT OF FRANCOIS-XAVIER NSANZUWERA, FORMER
PRESIDENT, CLADHO (FEDERATION OF RWANDESE ASSO-
CIATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS) ‘

[Mr. Nsanzuwera’s testimony and answers were delivered
through an interpreter.]

Mr. NSANZUWERA. Mr, President, my name is Francois-Xavier
Nsanzuera, and I am Rwandan. It is an honor to be testifying be-
fore this Committee. I will try to be brief, but it is hard for a Rwan-
dan to speak very quickly about what has happened to his country.

At the time that the genocide began 4 years ago, the genocide of
the Tutsi and the moderate Hutus, I took refuge at the Mucolline
Hotel with my wife and my family. For 2 months we stayed in the
hotel. We were terrorized. We were drinking the water out of the
pool that the military were washing their clothes in, but at least
we were under the protection of the blue helmets. We were lucky
to survive, and there were those who said we were only able to sur-
vive because of some of the thin%s that the Americans told to the
Rwandan military. I then was able to get to the zone controlled by
the RPF. Why did I have to take refuge, if I myself was a Hutu?

In 1993, I denounced the climate of fear that was evident in
Kigali. During a meeting at which General Dallaire, Colonel Mar-
shall and others participated, including the Ministers of Justice
and the Interior, I denounced the terror of the Interahamwe militia
and the complicity of others in the army.

In March 1994, I was the prosecutor at the time, and I arrested
people for political assassinations in Kigali. The Hutu extremists
considered me complicitous with the blue helmets, the Belgian blue
helmets. During the genocide, I lost my sisters, my father, and
many other members of my family. After the Iggnocide, I took up
again my responsibilities as prosecutor of the Republic. I had lost
go much of my family and my friends, but like so many of the oth-
ers who survived, I hoped to restart my life, beginning at zero.

I started interrogating the prisoners who were suspected of par-
ticipating in the genocide. At the time we didn’t have many means
but we had the will. But at some point, I began to realize the RP
soldiers were arresting people without proof, people who occupied
houses that they wanted or land, and they were denounced and put
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in prison. The word “General Dallaire” was used as an arm to ar-
rest people that you didn't like.

I denounced the situation, but didn’t get any response from the
authorities. In a radio broadcast in March 1995, I denounced the
massive and arbitrary arrests. I was threatened By the police who
were in charge of the arrests, and I told them if they didn’t stop,
I would resign. I told them that they had to identify the people that
they were arresting, which they wouldn’t do.

At that time there were 10 deaths a day in the ﬁrison of Kigali.
This officer told me that death is going to deal with justice, I said
those of us who survived the genocide have need of other kinds of
justice. So at the first anniversary of the genocide, I was in Bel-

ium, and I decided not to go back, because my security could not

e assured.

I continue to be very involved and interested in the question of
justice. Like the other participants here, I want to speak not as
much about the past as about the present and the future. In order
to deal with the future, Rwanda has to also free itself a bit from
the past. Like man oti\ers, I think that ‘justice is a precondition
for reconciliation. Sometimes I ask myself whether this justice is
possible. There have been many crimes committed, and many peo-
ple responsible for those crimes. There are the authors of the geno-
cide, the authors of war crimes, and there were war crimes commit-
ted By both sides. There was the massacre of the refugees in former
Zaire. Today there are massive human rights violations in Rwanda
itself. The survivors of genocide continue to be killed by the former

enocidal forces. The RPA continues to massacre the civilian popu-
ation, so the civilian population finds itself held hostage by the
two sides.

So my question is, does the current government have the political
will to see that justice is done? Because now when Rwandans,
whether they are inside the country or outside the country, de-
nounce what is happening, they are branded as genocidaire. The
genocide was an outrage to human dignity, but it cannot justify
other crimes. Now it is being used as a political weapon to brand
peﬂ)le who are opposing the government. ) '

y question is for the international community that failed before
the genocide and during the genocide, what are they going to do
now? Many people want to give more funding to the Rwandan Gov-
ernment now and then to ask about accountability for human
rights later. As Alison said, this same situation was under
Habyarimana. They want to give without pretending that they
know what is going on.

I think you have to help the Rwandan Government to see that
justice is done, but you also have to ask it to respect human rights,
and you have to try to help create a political space for the mod-
erates inside the country and outside the country. Any lasting solu-
tion has to be able to involve Hutu and Tutsi in the diaspora out-
side the country and inside the country.

That is my message. Thank you. .

['l(‘i}ge frepared statement of Mr. Nsanzuwera appears in the ap-

endix.
P Mr. SMiTH. Thank you very much for your testimony and for
your commitment to justice. Crime does not mean that crimes can-
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not be committed in the name of rectifying or revenging past
wrongs, so I do appreciate, we all appreciate, your testimony and
your call to the international community to be vigilant with regard
to human rights, particularly as it relates to providing help to the

Rwandan Government, the linkage.
We will get to questions momentarily, after Mr. Drumtra.

STATEMENT OF JEFF DRUMTRA, POLICY ANALYST, U.S.
COMMITTEE FOR REFUGEES

Mr. DRUMTRA. Thank you.
Well, we are down to the bitter end, the hard core. So be it.

Thank {lou for your persistence. I hope the record of this hearing
shows the intensity of the testimony of so many of the witnesses
of these three panels, It is extraordinary.

Mr. Chairman, Congresswoman McKinney, thank you for the in-
vitation to testify at this hearinﬁ. I am Je i)rumtra, Africa policy
analyst at U.S. Committee for Refugees. As other witnesses have
indicated, it is a daunting task to try to summarize in 10 minutes
the Rwandan genocide of 1994, as well as the repercussions of that
genocide over the past 4 years, as well as the bloodshed that con-
tinues in Rwanda to this day.

It is hard to know whether to spend this precious time in front
of a subcommittee talking to you about the past, to discuss the
genocide of 1994 and how the United States failed to respond, to
our eternal shame, or to testify to you about the present situation,
to take this opportunity to examine Rwanda today with all its com-
plications, a situation that begs for our understanding and as much
patience as we can bring to bear.

I would like to depart from my extensive written testimony,
which goes into great detail about the past, week-by-week genocide,
the statements that various organizations, including our own, were
making to the U.S. Government to bring this to their attention,
and the response or nonresponse of U.S. policymakers week by
week during the genocide. All that is in my written testimony.

What I would like to say here is I was in Rwanda a few months
ago, and perhaps the most useful perspective that I can offer you
now at this hearing is this: The 1994 genocide is not only some-
thing that happened 4 years ago. It is not just an event that is in
the past tense. The genocide of 1994 is still part of the fabric of
everydgy life and everyday thought in Rwanda to this day.

Mr. Chairman, if f'ou were to go to Rwanda at your next oppor-
tunity and you would see the hundreds of churches in the streets
of Kigali, in the countryside, it is a Christian country. And when
you or I look at those churches, what we see is the church, the
steeple, the cross. But when many Rwandans, Tutsi and Hutu, see
those same churches, what they see is something that we don’t see.
They see a genocide site. They see piles of bodies hacked to death.
They still see in their minds the atrocities of 1994 as clearly as if
they had happened last week.

S}; the genocide is very much alive for them. It is emotionally
part of the here and now on the streets, on the ground, in Rwanda.
And it is important to understand this perspective, I think.

Congresswoman McKinney, I know you have been to Rwanda
often, and you have seen the countryside, the beautiful hills
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shrouded in mist, the lush green valleys. As a Westerner you and
I, we see the incredible beauty ot those hills and those vaileys. But
when many Rwandans look at those same scenes in their own
country, what they see is entrapment, death. They see in their
mind the thousands of people who died or were forced to kill in the
relative isolation of that very idyllic setting. They were cut off from
the world and cut off with no place to run. They know, still, that
in some of those hills the killing continues, and the threat of more
violence still lingers.

In Rwanda today there are hundreds of NGO vehicles and U.N.
trucks driving the streets and the highways. They are busy doing
the relief and development work that we sent tf)\,em there to do.

d when you and I see those U.N. and NGO vehicles, we see proof
of the international community’s commitment to Rwanda and its
people. And I think the Rwandans see that, too. But they also re-
member that those same NGO emblems and those same U.N. flags
abandoned them in 1994 when their world exploded, and they can-
not forget. They cannot forget that the international community
left them to their fate, and it does affect how they relate to us.

So what is my point? What is the policy implication in all of this?
My point is that if we in the international community are to be of
any real use to Rwanda whatsoever, we have got to see what they
see. We probably cannot feel what they feel, but we can at least
partially understand their perspective. And it has to be incor-
porated into the aid and reintegration programs that we fund
there. If we fail to do that, our policies will fail to connect with
their reality on the ground.

So, dyes, as a matter of policy, we should continue to bolster
Rwanda’s justice system and the rule of law, but we should also
recognize that the domestic trials and the guilty verdicts handed
down by Rwanda’s courts might inadvertently in the short term
raise tensions, not eliminate them.

We should, as a matter of policy, continue to emghasize the prin-
ciples of international refugee law and the right of refugees to flee
persecution and receive protection and asylum. These are fun-
damental human rights. But we should also recognize that some
asylum-seekers are criminals, and there is a real need for reasons
of principle and reasons of security to differentiate between those
who are legitimate refugees and those who are not.

We have a long way to go to restore respect for international ref-
ugee law in central Africa. I would hope that this Committee and
this Congress would give UNHCR every resource it needs, financial
and diplomatic, to continue and complete the screening of the
80,000 Rwandan refugees in the 14 asylum countries to determine
who are refugees and who are criminals. UNHCR has a severe lack
of funding right now, which is an impediment to them completing
the screening of that refu?ee population. So here we are 4 years
later, and the international community is still not doing the basics

to separeate innocents from criminals.
I wouid like to conclude with two thoughts. The first relates to

the past and the other to the present or the future.

We have talked here about the parliamentary investigation in
Belgium. There is an investigation, a partial inquiry in France.
And the U.S. Government should also look in the mirror to exam-
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ine its response and its nonresponse to the genocide of 1994. We
at the U.S. Committee for Refugees suggest the establishment of
a special commission of inquiry to examine in detail what U.S. pol-
icymakers did and did not do during the 3 months of genocide in
Rwanda in 1994,

We in the United States talk eloquently, I think, to Rwanda and
to other African nations about the need to establish individual ac-
countability, but we have not completely called our own leaders to
account for their actions and inaction during the genocide. Your
hearing has tried to do that today, and most of the Administration
witnesses did not show uY.

President Clinton finally acknowledged a few weeks ago that the
United States made mistakes in Rwanda. Well, Mr. Chairman,
those mistakes contributed to the deaths of hundreds of thousands
of people. It would seem that a special inquiry is called for, one
that would question under oath Americans who held key govern-
ment positions in April 1994. Some of their names are listed in our
written testimony on page 11. The roster would include former U.S.
Ambassador to the United Nations Madeleine Albright, former Sec-
retary of State Warren Christopher, former Assistant Secretary of
State for Africa George Moose; former U.S. Ambassador to Rwanda
David Rawson; former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Afri-
ca Prudence Bushnell. And on and on, more names are listed in our
testimony, page 11.

I realize that government commissions are usually used as glori-
fied trash bins in Washington, DC, but perhaps we could avoid that
in this case, because this 1ssue is so important.

Second, and finally, a thought about present-day Rwanda. A cou-
ple of incidents have occurred in Rwanda in recent months that I
think summarize all that is good and all that is the worst in Rwan-
da. These incidents capture all that is evil and all that is hopeful.

In one incident, genocidaire insurgents in the northwest attacked
a girl's school. They commanded the students to separate them-
selves by ethnicity, all Tutsi on one side, all Hutu on the other
side. The young giris knew what was coming. They refused to sepa-
rate, so they were all killed, Tutsi and Hutu together, indistin-
guisinable from each other.

A second incident, a similar incident, this occurred—this time it
was adults. They were passengers on a bus. Genocidaires hijacked
the bus on the open road, demanded that the passengers separate
themselves, Hutu on one side, Tutsi on the other. According to the
reports, many of the passengers refused to separate, and so many
of them were gunned down, Hutu and Tutsi, together.

Now, these cold-blooded murders are the curse of Rwanda. Those
victims who refused to abandon their colleagues and their friends,
and who apparently were ready to pay with their own lives for the
principal of ethnic unity and human decency, are the hope of
Rwanda’s future. In the truest sense those victims held themselves
accountable for doing the right thing. So should we.

Thank you.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much, Mr. Drumtra.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Drumtra appears in the appen-

dix.]
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Mr. SMITH. Thank you for the numerous recommendations made.
I do believe, and I think there will be very strong support on both
sides of the aisle for the idea of a commission, not just to get at
what happened, but so that we will really learn the lessons and
hopefully prevent them from happening again. I plan on pursuing
that. Hopefully the Administration will unilaterally decide it is in
everyone's interests, including their own, to get to the bottom of
this and learn those lessons.

Let me also note for the record that the bill pending before t’ -
President, H.R. 1757, the State Department reauthorization bi..
which the President may or may not veto, provides an additional
amount of money, some $54 million more for refugee protection.
That is money that I fought for as Chairman of the Subcommittee
that wrote the bill, It raises from $650 to $704 million that which
would be authorized for refugee protection.

I can tell you last year it was such an insight for me, a troublin
insight, when the State Department bill was up on the floor, an
then we were talking about 2 years at $704 million, although we
are past the first year now, and we were talking about some
amendments like a Radio Free Asia amendment and others that
would expand the broadcasting, everyone said “take it out of refu-

ees,” which I refused. I offered the amendment for Radio Free
sia, and we took it from the fact we were below our allocation.

But it was amazing to me how there was just this chorus of, oh,
that is money we can just grab and use, because that is money that
is disposable and of very little value in the eres of many.

If the President does sign that bill, I will do everythinf, and I
know o.ur Subcommittee will do everyﬁ)ing humanlr possible to get
the appropriators to sign on to a level at or very close to what my
hope would be at the 5304 million. It is amazing to me when we
are awash with refugees that we could be so callous and insensitive
to those who are in that plight. So we will t?'.

ore yielding to my col-

Let me just ask a couple of questions be
leagues. Mr. Nsanzuwera, you mentioned the fact before I left, that

some of the RPA people were arresting and, without proof, finger-
ing people for incarceration, I guess, or awaiting trial. We under-
stand there are about 130,000 people who are reportedly detained
in Rwanda.

How many people do you think have been wrongfully arrested
and held because somebody might want their house or some of
their property, again leading to what could be an additional cycle
of violence because due process and justice has been shunted aside?

Mr. NSANZUWERA. In March 1995, on the basis of what I had
seen, I estimated that about 20 percent were probably innocent,
and maybe there were more. After the defeat of the ex-FAR, the
soldiers, the militia, the peasants that participated and then others
fled, with the military leading them out of the country. The people
that stayed, many of them thought one power can fall, another can
come, but we are citizens of the country, so we are going to stay.
I think there were many less of the killers who stayed in Rwanda.
Many of the killers fled with the former authorities and the militia.
But it was because of these massive and often blind arrests that

eople in the country began to be a little suspicious of the Rwan-

an Army.
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So what I have said before is that the first error that the Rwan-
dan Government made was to not gain the confidence of the people
who stayed in the country.

Mr. SMITH. Let me ask a question in terms of the health of those
who have suffered such trauma. I think, Mr. Drumtra, you painted
a picture that to an observer going in now seeing a church or coun-
tryside, we would get one impression, whereas pictures of bodies
and atrocities is something that would come to mind for those who
have lived through the killing.

I have been in Congress for 18 years. I have been on the Veter-

ans’ Affairs Committee for all of those 18 years. There was a be-
lated response by our own VA to recognize post-traumatic stress
syndrome, for example, as being a very debilitating psychological
sickness that leads to suicide, substance abuse, spousal abuse,
child abuse and a whole litany of aberrant behavior.
' Now, for a country that has been so incredibly traumatized, is
there any kind of assessment going on? I know this is on arms, and
we are talking about breaking the cycle, but it seems to me one
way of acting out a horrible encounter might be to go back to the
violence. Has there been any look at posttraumatic stress at all by
gztnyl fgf the humanitarian organizations to see how it might show
itself?

Mr. DRUMTRA. I think some organizations are trying to get at
that, but, quite frankly, we are all out of our league on Rwanda,
genocide, and the after-effects of that.

For example, UNICEF has made an effort to go into the country-
side talking to widows of the genocide. I myself met with some of
them. They said they had one visit. Some pamphlets were left be-
hind for them telling them how to deal with their emotions and
their trauma. They can’t read. )

These are well-meaning efforts, but both throu%z; lack of funding
and, I think, lack of expertise, all of us in the NGO and human
rights community are struggling to do this in the right way. It real-
ly comes down to one person at a time, one-on-one counseling in
many respects.

There are also church groups and women’s groups in Rwanda
who are trying to deal with this on a group basis. I think they have
had some success, but it just scratches the surface.

Mr. NSANZUWERA. It is an important question, the question of re-
habilitation of the survivors. Now 65 percent of the country are
women and children, but I must say there are very few things
being done for the survivors. With the massive return of the exile
communities, there is a strong desire among the people who sur-

vived to restart their lives. There is some activity in the cities and
towns, but in the countryside, there is very little being done. Any-
one who goes to Kigali is struck by the big number of these big ve-
hicles that we never used to see before the genocide. These are re-
lief organization vehicles. So in the countryside, first of all, many
of the men are in prison. Second of all, there is the rebellion and
all of the insecurity that comes from that. There is a fear of famine
now in certain parts of the country. :

Mr. SMITH. Ms. Austin, let me just ask you a question. You spoke
of concerns about the end use of military equipment not being mon-
itored. Again, I have asked to be made part of the record, and it
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will be, a letter I sent on April 24, 1998, just an ongoing request
of the President. Of course, it will be answered by somebody at the
Department of Defense or State, about the end use of the military
training that we have provided to the Rwandan Army and other
questions, a number of questions that are laid out in this letter.

[The letter appears in the appendix.]

Mr. SMITH. Without divulging youi# methods and perhaps
sources, how risky is your work? It would seem that like all human
rights witnesses who go out and gather information, it is always
fraught with some danger. It would seem when you are trying to
chronicle arms flows, that carries with it a peculiar risk factor.

But can you shed any light on what perhaps the United States
is doing with its end use, and, again, how risky is your work?

Ms. AUSTIN. I think in terms of being in a conflict zone, in a zone
where genocide has been committed, where perpetrators are still
loose, it is always dangerous work.

Mr. SMITH. You are asking questions about arms flows and infor-
mation that could be very embarrassing and may even lead poten-
tially—hopefully—to a cessation of that flow.

Ms. AUSTIN, Right. I was going to get to that. I think that we
need to demythologize this sort of mysterious or scary or dangerous
aspect of arms flows. It does take intensive skills, investigative
skills, and I have been documenting conflicts in Africa for 9 years,
so my investigations in Rwanda reflected the expertise that I have
developed over a long period of time in looking particularly at secu-
rity issues.

e arms flows and the networks can really be a known quan-
tity. I spent 4 months in the field in eastern Zaire in Goma and
the Kivus, and it was not tremendously difficult to develop rela-
tionships with the pilots who were flying in weapons or to observe
some of the weapons that were coming in.

Many of the diplomats in the region, many of the representatives
for nongovernmental organizations are on the ground and collect
information that is usually useful for me to use as leads which I
can then go out and document. I think it has basically been a fail-
ure that no one has gone out and done a good job of it. The U.N.
Commission of Inquiry that was set up was not granted access to
Zaire, where most of the arms trafficking occurred or most of the
arms flows were coming in, so this really inhibited their work.

That is another item that needs to be clarified. The U.N. Com-
mission of Inquiry needs to have complete access to the areas
where it wants to investigate arms flows. It also, in general, ob-
tains permission from governments to go into areas or to seek in-
formation about their private nationals involved in arms traffick-
ing. This clearly presents a problem, because a lot of governments
are not willing to hand over information about what their own na-
tionals are doing and don’t want that information to come under
scrutiny. So the mandate of the U.N. Commission really needs to
be changed if it is §oing to be more effective.

In terms of U.S. military assistance and end use monitoring,
clearly we have a military attache and the capability out of the em-
bassies in the region to monitor effectively where the equipment is
going, and how it is being used. Oftentimes, some of my informa-
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tion about the misuse of some of this military or training assist-
ance or equipment is coming from the very people providing it.

So I think it can be a known quantity. It 1s just a question of
how we get that out into the public domain.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you.
Let me ask one final question, and then I will yield to my col-

league.

In her testimony, Dr. Des Forges pointed out that the Rwandan
Government is in the process of insisting that the U.N. human
rights field operation, halt monitoring within Rwanda. What does
that portend to all of you in terms of where that government seeks
to take that country?

Mr. DRUMTRA. I think it would be a mistake to withdraw the
U.N. monitoring program. I think one of the issues between the

overnment and the U.N. monitoring personnel is where they go.

ight now something like half of the country is relatively off limits
to most of the U.N. monitors, and those are the parts of the coun-
try that are most in need of U.N. monitors.

I know when I was there speaking with the U.N. monitoring
leaders last year, last October, they were saying that they had any
number of invitations from government officials to go up into the
northwest, and it was the United Nations itself that was prevent-
ing monitors from going up there on a regular basis because of fear
of securit{.

I don’t know exactly what has changed that has made the Rwan-
dan Government, if indeed they have, to ask for the termination of
that program. _

Mr. SMITH. Ms. McKinney.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. SMITH. If you could suspend one brief second.

Mr. NSANZUWERA. I just wanted to mention that when they
ended the mandate of the Special Rapporteur for Rwanda, it was
on the request of the Rwandan Government, who said that the sit-
uation was much better and they didn't need to have the Special
Rapporteur. But the situation on the ground is perhaps the oppo-
site.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you.

Ms. McKINNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Nsanzuwera, Kofi Annan will be in your country tomorrow.
If you had a chance to talk to him, what would you say to him?

lzlr. NsaNzZUWERA. That is a very interesting question. But like
all Rwandans who had confidence in the presence of UNAMIR, we
have been talking a lot about what people knew before the geno-
cide, and, in fact, for 2 years before the genocide there were mas-
sacres, people were forced to flee to Bujumbura, to Kenya. The
Rwandans knew well before the genocide that something was going
to happen. But because of the blue helmets, there was a sense that
they would be protected, that it wouldn’t get too bad.

'I?l'\ere is no justification. Everything that happened, you could
have foreseen, even without raisinﬁ the number of the blue hel-
mets. Don’t forget, there is a psychological element, too, because
many of the Rwandans were trained by the BelFians, so there was
some amount of respect from the Rwandan soldiers toward their
former trainers. So what it was on the part of the United Nations
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was an absence of will. It was not even as much a question of the
numbers of blue helmets, it was a question of will.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Additionally, I would like to know what you
think should happen to General Dallaire, who fled the country?

Mr. NsANZUWERA. For genocide to reafly work, it needs the state
structure to support it. So the genocide of 1994 was planned and

ut into gractice by the highest authority, Rwandan authorities.

ost of these people are outside the country. They are in France
and Belgium and Kenya and other countries. Those who are in
Arusha, except for Bagasora and the Prime Minister, are not that
important. Many Rwandans are saying to themselves there is no
justice because they see 130,000 people in prison, and most of them
were responsible for a much smaller scale abuse, and they see
there really isn’t justice. They see the big fish out there outside the
country.

Even countries like Belgium, which have cooperated with the tri-
bunal, have not arrested everyone in Belgium who are responsible
forifenocide, and the French have done nothing.

8. MCKINNEY. Could you tell me again who leads the
genocidaires, who continue their mission inside the country?

Mr. NSANZUWERA. Today they do declarations that go unsigned.
They put the name of their movement, but in the Rwandan circles
in Belgium, they think that it is a former person from the Foreign
Affairs Ministry who is now in Kenya. And in terms of the head
sort ((l)f military strategist, they think it is a former Presidential

ard.

The rebellion and the problems in Rwanda have made it go be-
yond Rwanda at this point, and it is splitting the communities out-
side the country and inside the country. And because of the prob-
lems and deceptions that the Rwandan Government has been re-
sponsible for, it is pushing some of the more modern elements in-
side and outside the country even to have certain sympathies with
the rebellion, and it is the fault of the international community for
not giving some political space for these moderates inside the coun-
try and outside the country to be heard. And now the place is only
reserved for people who are espousing violence.

Ms..? MCKINNEY. When you say political space, what do you
mean?

Mr. NSANZUWERA. At the beginning after the RPF took power,
there were people in the Hutu community who didn’t think that
there was sufficient sharing of power, and the authorities were say-
ing that those who have nothing to reproach themselves for can
come back to Rwanda, but there was no dialog, and the Hutu were
sort of marginalized.

Ms. Mc Y. I don’t exactly understand. Is it that, then, the
Hutu are not allowed to participate in the government or in the
]I’arlia;rlent, or that resources are not. shared with the Hutu popu-
ation?

Mr. NsANZUWERA. The heads of the political party that make up
the government don’t have a social base. Many of the big leaders
of the political parties were assassinated during the qenocide, and
the Hutus who are part of the government or the Parliament don’t
have a real political base. So these are people who can’t speak free-
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ly when there are positions that need to be taken that require a

lot of courage.
Ms. McKINNEY. Well, I guess we will have to continue this after

this hearing.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to let you know that I have a letter
from Senator Destexhe to Chairman Gilman suggesting that an in-
vestigative committee be formed, and I would like to submit that
for the record.

Mr‘.j SMiITH. Without objection that will be made part of the
record.

[The letter appears in the appendix.]
Ms. MCKINNEY. Finally, I would like to say a few words about

the arms trafficking. It was supposed to have been the second part
of what this hearini is about, but the Administration assured that
we wouldn’t get to that because they failed to show up.

- But I would like to suggest that if there are things that we can
do, and I haven’t read your testimony, that I would certainly like
to speak with you afterwards on things that we can do.

I have also alerted the Senator to some problems that we are un-
covering with the Bel%zans, and, of course, the placing of the fac-
tory in Kenya doesn’t help. So, I would like to continue our dialog
on this situation on arms trafficking. '

Ms. AUSTIN. I have also provided you with a number of reports
that document some of the details of the arms trafficking and
which also make some detailed recommendations.

I did just want to say in response to your question previously
that a lot of the perpetrators of the genocide that are on the loose
and those who are actually involved in a lot of the insurgency ac-
tivity that is %oing on, they, too, can become a known quantity with
the right intelligence and the ri%ht contacts. When I have been in
the field, I have not had difficulty locating them. I have not had
difficulty having access to them, and I know that U.S. intelligence
has a lot of this information and knows a lot of their whereabouts
and knows of a lot of their activities.

Ms. McKINNEY. The genocidaires?

Ms. AuUSTIN. The genocidaires.
When I first arrived in eastern Zaire in the middle of 1994, there

were also U.S. military personnel on the ground who were collect-
ing intelligence at that time. They had a lot of the same informa-
tion that I had. '

As a matter of fact, I was later confronted by one of them who
said that, because of my own research among the genocidaires in
the refugee camps, I had messed with their access, and they were
quite disturbed that I had been there and was collecting independ-

ently this information.

Ms. MCKINNEY. If my government tells me that they do not know
the leaders of the genocidaires and that there actually are no lead-
ers of the genocidaires, how would you characterize the commu-
nication from my government to me?

Ms. AUSTIN. I would say it is inaccurate, although that is up to
the point in time that I was in the field.

Ms. McKINNEY. Inaccurate?
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Ms. AUSTIN. I would say that it was inaccurate that the U.S.
Government does not know some of the locations or the leaders of

the genocidaires.
8. MCKINNEY. Thank you.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Ms. McKinney.

Mr. Payne.
Mr. PAYNE. Thank Iyou very much. I couldn’t agree more with

what has been said. I think Mrs. Burkhalter laid it out properly
raising the question of Somalia. The fact that the Uniteg States
failed an attempt to get Mr. Aideed was clear. There were direct
communications between the Pentagon and the Rangers, plus the
Turkish head of the operation knew nothing about it and became
the one who received all of the information.

I think it is a wrong policy where we feel we should not send
U.S. personnel sometimes into harm’s way. That is why I guess we
continually spend close to $300 billion on military. It is down to
$276 billion, but the question in Liberia was the same thing. We
were in the Persian Gulf with 450,000 troops but refused to have
the marines go in, which would have ended the civil war.

I also criticize the human rights organizations, as you have
heard before, for not putting the pressure on as it has happened
in the postgenocide with what is happening in the Congo region,
because it shows with an orﬁanized and vocal and committed group
of people believing in somet in‘gx,1 that you can change the way that
the United Nations operates. And there was not enough of a hue
and cry at the time that the United States and the French and the
Canadians and the British did not want to act, and it had to take
another form of people coming forward saying it has got to act. And
although organizations did it, you testified there were a few others,
the magnitude was not there. It was not coordinated in a way to
have moved the United Nations and the people from the positions.

This is not criticizing anyone. I just think that in hindsight the
manner in which the human rights communities have organized
themselves after and have influence on what happens in the
United Nations and in the United States and other places shows
w{lhat could have happened had there been more of a force out
there.

Let me just say that looking at attempting to do justice with the
Rwandan tribunal, I have been to Arusha, and I have seen the
complications of how they do it there, the conditions of the prison,
U.N. standards. And I have been to Rwanda a number of times,
and the fact that there are a tremendous number of people in the
prison, you know, when perhaps up to a million people were killed,
many by machetes and axes and picks, there were a lot of people
invoKre(i and I don’t know why you have to estimate, because there
are 120,000 in prison. Many are wrongfully in prison. There prob-
ably are many who were falsely accused, but I don’t know how we
can come up with a quantitative number when the system—I hope
there is some way to flesh out, and I imagine that the government
after perhaps some cases—they have had trials—that there will be
some point where it is impossible to try 120,000 people, qnd hope-
fully t?nere could be some kind of reconciliation or something to re-
lieve that number. But people were killed. They had their arms
and legs cut off, and it took time. It took a lot of people to do that,
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and so it i8 not incomprehensible that 120,000 people could have
been involved. -

Probably there are numbers of people who are there wrongfully,
perhaps, but I don’t think that it should be presumed that people
are there because someone wanted to move into their house or
gﬁmeone figured, let me make an accusation and get them out of

e way.

Anotier point that I want to mention is that it appears to me
that there has been some attempt on the RPA, the RPF, whichever
;ou want to call it, I call it the RPF, to attempt to integrate its
Hax;liament. There are out of 22 sort of cabinet people, 16 or 15 are

utus.

The President who represented Rwanda when I was with Presi-
dent Clinton, it was the Hutu President who represented Rwanda
at the hearing of the regional meeting of the heags of state because
he was the head of state.

And so when Kou mentioned that people are being kept out—and
I can imagine that trying to bring a government back in, it prob-
ably is difficult to have people supported by a typical kind of politi-
cal organization, but I do think that the Western countries have
not cooperated enough. We still have, I think, a person in Texas
who is a genocidaire who we still cannot get him extradited. So the
United States is a part of this whole problem right here, but it is
even more 8o in Europe and in some of the African countries. And
so I think that there is certainly enough blame to go around, and
a solution is really what we are attempting to see.

I hear very little about the cross-border killings that go on every
day. There was on April 30 a family of seven hacked to death from
the genocide continuing. Every day this is happening. But once
again, we are talking about why are we trying to support or to
build a defense training for the Rwandan military to try to prevent
this from happening, and I do have a question.

I know that you have done an excellent job, Ms. Austin, but you
mentioned that you got former Rwandan Army people, ex-FAR and
Interahamwe, and you have UNITA helping all along in the whole
situation, ami you say there are discussions with the countries in
the region to eventua 1}' have to deal with this. And we don’t want
to see conflict again. You said war is again in the wind, but evi-
dently this whole question of a final solution of §enociée is still
alive and well and is still going on. It is cross-border. It is people
who are in the Congo and the eastern region. There are people who
are planning it, as we have heard, people in Kenya. I would sup-
port training the Rwandan military to prevent this genocide from
continuing.

How do you stop it? Evidently it is not fgoing to happen by pe?le
talking about it. How do Xou stop a wife and six children and a
counselor in a town killed on Tuesday in Mushbarti? Every day
this is happening. How do we stop it if you don’t have some ele-
ment—have the United Nations do it? They wouldn’t go in before,
and they don’t have the will to do it now. .

I don’t want to see another conflict, but this is goinfg to continue
because it is a policy, and how do you sto?( a policy of some people
who go across a border and they go back into the other part of

Zaire
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Ms. BURKHALTER. May I just say you have also repeated what
you have said at previous hearings, which is to accuse the human
rights community, that means my organization, Physicians for
Human Rights, and presumably Amnesty International. Repeatedly
you have accused us of appearing to have more sympathy for vic-
tims of violence today than we did in 1994. To accuse human rights
people of caring more about one type of victim than another is the
same as saying that we are not human rights activists at all. I take
that accusation from someone I admire in the U.S. Congress, who
I consider to be a human rights leader, extremely seriously.

It would take me a very long time to articulate everything I was
doing in 1994, but I can tell you that between Alison Des Forges
and myself and Ken Roth, we published no less that 12 op-ed
pieces in three newspapers, The Washington Post, The New York
Times and The International Herald Tribune, each article begging
for intervention. Alison Des Forges lost hundreds of friends. She
was on the radio and television every day during the genocide.

My organization, Human Rights Watch, was the one investigat-
ing the camps. We had meetings with Albright. I took a Rwandan
victim to see Tony Lake myself. Alison briefed every U.N. Ambas-
sador. My organization had never before or since engaged in so
much activity on behalf of one country and one human rights situa-
tion, and we failed. We are very sorry we failed to get intervention
and we are trying to this day to draw the lessons from that, and
that is why we are here.

But human rights groups don’t stop being human ri]ghts groups
after a genocide. We continue doing what we have always done,
and it used to be considered rather honorable. We monitor human
rights abuses, and we care quite a bit about victims today, whoever
they may be, and we are not going to stop monitoring or res)orting
ﬁven though the worst has happened to a country that could ever

appen.

We happen to think that respect for human rights by all is the
only way to prevent future genocides, and I truly wish we had your
support in doing that work.

r. PAYNE. Let me make one thing clear. First of all, I never ac-
cused anyone. I said that I wished that the human rights organiza-
tions could have galvanized the same kind of support that you have
galvanized here. You came before the Committee and the hearings,
and I know what you were doing, and I know what your other col-
leagues were doing, but there was just something missing. It
wasn’t you; it wasn't Alison, who knows more about this situation
than anyone else; it wasn’t those two or three organizations.

You came before this Committee. I heard your testimony. We
knew that you were doing that, and we were hoping somehow that
this whole thing could catch on, and it is not your fault, and I am
not accusing you or anyone. But I don’t understand how this could
have gone on during my Administration, my President that I have
written letters to. I am just as critical about his inaction, and I do
" give him credit for Rwanda where I sat in that room with the sur-
vivors of the genocide, where we sat where a lady said her six chil-
dren and husband were killed in front of her. .

Another lady said, the lady next door came in and pointed out
my parents as I was hiding to the genocidaires, and she said all
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I want them to do is tell me where they killed my mother and fa-
ther so I can put some flowers on the grave.

Another man with one arm said he almost drowned in the blood
because he was face down in a pool of blood, and the only reason
that he didn’t die was because they thought he was dead.

We sat in a small room in a hotel with President Clinton and
Mrs. Clinton and a group of us sitting around and listening to the
inaction of the church, another one that just failed miserably, al-
most contributed.

And so it is not a criticism of you, and if you take it personally
you should know me better than that. I am not criticizing you, an
you should almost be ashamed of yourself. That is right, because
you know that I would not criticize you.

I am talking about the fact that the whole world sat by and took
the RPF, and thank God that they did have stouthearted men who
came down and saved the rest of the (Yeople who would have been
massacred while the world sat around. It is almost like Nero fid-
dling while Rome burned. And I called the State Department, and
I called everyone, and no one even cared.

Ms. BURKHALTER. I remember. I did a huge study of U.S. policy,

and I published it, but the most important conversation I had was
with a very senior person in the Administration, who I will not
name, but if anyone had the ability to change policy, this person
did. And he also was a friendlK person and open to the human
rights community, and I met with him weekly throughout the geno-
cide.
And I asked him after it was all over why didn’t the President
change his policy. What was missing? He said, we didn’t hear from
you. And I hit the ceiling and I said, you heard from us every week,
we could not have done more.

He said, no, no, no, that is not what I am talking about. We
didn’t get any letters from the American people. We didn’t get dele-

ations of Congress people on our doorstep. We did not hear the
ﬁind of popular support for intervention that would require this
President to move. We just didn’t have it, and he was right.

I certainly think that where the human rights community failed
is that we were not able to bring our message popularly—if we
could have generated one letter for every victim, then we would
have had a popular movement, and that is something that we need
to work on in our own community. We certainly don’t have it now,

I would add.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you for yielding. . L
I just want to make the point that the human rights community

are the most underheralded heroes in this fight. I mentioned to Ms.
Austin earlier about the risks. I go on human rights trips. I am
there for 4 days, and I am gone. .

Your personnel are there deployed, gathering information, put-
ting yourself at great risk. And I know for a fact, I mean, Holly
. has been at this forever. When she brought information that m{%y

have been unflattering to some of the regimes or even elected offi-
cials in Central America, her credibility irew in my eyes because
even if we liked the government, we still had an overwhelming re-
gponsibility to make sure that our “friends” were behaving in a
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manner consistent with human rights protection. So your credibil-
ity is very, very high.

The human rights groups spoke out. The refulgee groups spoke
out. They came and briefed Joseph Rees and me, I say to my friend
from New Jersey, when we were getting very, very bad reports
about people being killed in the refugee camps in northern Zaire.
We brought Assistant Secretary Oakley to a hearing, who sat right
there, December 4 I believe was the date, and said that we are

oing to have access in just a few days. Our friends, the Rwandan
vernment, were engaging in atrocities that were not unlike, ex-
cept in the total aggregate, what we were seeing going on in 1994.

As I have said over and over again, human rights abuses are
human rights abuses. We have to be consistent in speaking out.
The human rights community, and my hat has always been off to
them, they don’t care if it is right wing, left wing. They sing out.
Shame on us for not listening.

Our Committee tries to get the Administration to act, but with
this Administration—and Amnesty International put it so well—
human rights is an island. We are now looking to rescue Soeharto
in Indonesia. We have a hearing in this room on Thursday on the
ongoing abuses committed by that government.

e know that the Chinese Government is committing wholesale
atrocities against its own people. Human rights simply don’t mat-
ter, they are subordinate to being friends. It is subordinate espe-
ciaily to the issue of trade, and it is about time that we elevated
human rights.

You are the Valley Forge folks of this fight who have stood up
tenaciously, and I do thank my friend for yielding.

Mr. PAYNE. We are on the same page, and I certainly feel the
same way, and I think Iperhaps we have learned—as Holly men-
tioned, we have had Alison at my Congressional Black Caucus
hearing where she testified.

I am the last to criticize the peoi)]e here, and that is why I took

offense to the word “accuse,” and I think that we just have to do
more, and wrong is wrong. If someone is doing things wrong, it
should be brought out, and I stand on that. We have no permanent
friends and no permanent enemies, we just have permanent objec-
tives.
I do want to conclude, I guess, because there are a lot of things
that build up. Funding for the United Nations from 1980 to 1988,
it became a gi political thing to say let's not fund the United Na-
tions; let's look at that. Who did we support when we had the
President of the United States saying let’s not support the U.N;
let’s hold back our money?

So now what happens, we get into a situation in Rwanda where
they are saying, we don’t have money, because at that time we are
only $300,000 behind, and we are now $1.2 billion, and we say it
is $950,000. With all due respect, we got locked into paying the
back dues for the United Nations on an issue that should have
nothing to do with back dues being paid, because another Rwanda
could start.

So as we look at this whole situation, we need to take a very se-
rious look at how we are dealing with the lives of people, usually
Third World people, people who have very little voice. These are
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people that I visit often, and it is a lot that goes into the final act.
A lot ﬁoes. into the final decision, and a lot goes into the final posi-
tion that is done or not done by virtue of the buildup over a period
of years, and so I would just like you to answer that question if
you would.

Ms. AUSTIN. I have a lot of sympathy toward military assistance
to Rwanda to tackle the problem of the genocidaires. That is why
I spent a lot of my time on the ground documenting both the re-
arming and the regrouping of the perpetrators of the genocide, and
I shared this information with U.S. Government officials and au-
thorities and acted very forcefully to try to get them to do some-

than. And mg testimony today is replete with statements where I
think we need to think more seriously about effective, robust mili-

tary strategies for interventions in these kinds of situations.
ere I think our policy is failing right now, and I made that
as one of my recommendations, is that we need to have a coherent
security policy and state up front what our objectives are in this
respect and what our intentions are, and if it is really in the inter-
est of the U.S. Government. And if the United States makes the
decision that we should address this issue of the perpetrators of the
enocide at large, then we should direct our military assistance or

irect our particular intervention strategies to address this.

What I want to say, however, is that by failing to do that, by fail-
ing to say up front what our objectives may be in this regard, we
have backed the Rwandan Government, which has used military
assistance not only in this regard, but has also used it to invade
a neighboring country in which many thousands of innocent civil-
ians were killed. I think if we have a coherent policy as to what
our objectives are, we may mitigate against this kind of activity
happening again. And war is brewing on the borders.

r. PAYNE. Thank you very much. I might just ask you a ques-
tion, sir. You were mentioning that there are moderate Hutus who
are not bei:f listened to. Do you feel that there are people in
Rwanda, moderate Hutus, who are being left out, and do you feel
that they could be helpful in generating the real dialog that is nec-
essary to build this community kind of support that "you said is
lacking with the political leadership at the present time?

Mr. NSANZUWERA. Yes, there are many moderate Hutus in the
country. Even in the Army there are moderate Hutus and other
moderates. But my personal opinion is that the real power is in the

~hands of the military.

Mr. PAYNE. Yes, well, I think all of us share that opinion. There
is no question about that, and I think unfortunately it is a reality
that is necessary until we can bring in these groups to talk in
terms of how do we start to integrate and get back to the Arusha
plan that was supposed to be hap eninﬁ.

I suppose that the RPF feel that the only way to prevent the

enocide from continuing is to retain military control, but I think
that everyone knows that that is not a policy that can last for dec-
ades and decades. And that is, I hope, a_temporary position, and
I think a necessary temporary position to have a military authority
until the world can come together and see how this central African
region of Rwanda and Burundi can come up with a_ solution, be-
cause at the present time there is currently not a clear-cut solu-
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tion, and I think that it is going to take all of the expertise of
human rights people and governments and psychologists and every-
one to pitch in to see what is a solution.

It cannot be a military to keep the problems from happening, but
at the present time, like I said, I don’t see any other alternative
g8 long as it is being done transparent and in a manner that com-
ports with human rights of all people.

I know the Chairman will have the last word, so I yield back.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you.

I want to thank our very distinguished witnesses for their out-
standing testimony. You have given us much to go on to engage the
Administration, and we have been talking as this hearing has pro-
ceeded for almost 6 hours now about why it is very important to
follow up and to take seriously the very wise outline of policy that
you have laid out for us. And I hope the Administration, too, will
digest your thoughtful analysis of the situation on how to prevent
this from happening again so indeed we emerge from this better for

it.
I thank you for your excellent testimony and for the work that

you do on behalf of suffering people.

The hearing is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 3:37 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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Today the Subcommittee meets to hold its third hearing on Rwanda, a country whose
people have been caught up in some of the most brutal events in modern history. The focus of
this hearing is the role played by outsiders --- the United States, European nations, and the
United Nations and its affiliated agencies --- for good or for ill during the 1994 genocide and the

ensuing cycle of violence.

On April 6, 1994, Hutu extremists began the systematic massacre of Rwanda’s minority
Tutsi population. They also killed many thousands of moderate Hutus who refused to participate
in the bloodshed. For the next three months, mothers and their babies were hacked to death with
machetes, families seeking refuge in churches were butchered inside, people stopped at
checkpoints were killed on the spot if their ID cards listed their ethnicity as Tutsi. Streets were
littered with corpses and the rivers literally ran red with blood. Estimates of the number of

people killed range from 500,000 to a million.

The tragedy did not end there. After the Tutsi-led Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) gained
control of the country, 2 million Hutus fled Rwanda, leading to a protracted refugee crisis in
which countless innocents died of disease, starvation, and murder in eastern Zaire and elsewhere,

Even today, the fighting continues between the government of Rwanda and the insurgent
forces of the former genocidaires (the ex-FAR and the Interahamwe). Both the Hutu insurgents
and the Rwandan Patriotic Army continue to commit scrious atrocities against civilians. The
insurgents have attacked and murdered Tutsi refugees, including women and children, and have
attempted to reignite ethnic hatred against the Tutsi population. Meanwhile, the Rwandan
Army, according to our own State Department, has “committed thousands of killings" of
unarmed civilians in the past year, including "routine” and "systematic” killings of "families,
including women and children." There are no clean hands among the parties to that conflict.

During his trip to Rwanda in March, President Clinton properly lamented the horrors of
the 1994 genocide and stated that “{t}he intemational community . . . must bear its share of
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responsibility for this tragedy.” His remarks were correct, as far as they went, but they left many
critical questions unanswered. Those questions can be divided into two basic categories.

First, what did the United Nations, the United States, and other non-African govemments
do cither to deter or to stop the 1994 genocide? President Clinton admitted that “{wje did not act
quickly enough after the killing began.” But he did not address what the United States may have
failed to do before the killing began that might have averted that disaster. As recounted in the
current issue of New Yorker magazine, a high-ranking Rwandan informant had warned the UN.
leadership (including Kofi Annan) and the United States about preparations for killings three
months before they began. The recipients apparently _d}d not act on that information.

Furthermore, the United States has been accused not merely of inaction, but also of
obstructing preemptive multilateral efforts to quell the crisis. Some have alleged that, in the
words of Refugees International president Lionel Rosenblatt; “The ball was not only dropped by

the U.S., it was blocked by the U.S.”

The second category of questions concern what the United States is doing today to affect
the situation in Rwanda for the better. Have we really learned any valuable lessons from the
horrors of 1994?

The one lesson that the Clinton Administration has drawn is to back the current Tutsi-led
government of Rwanda. Whether or not this is the wrong lesson, it is at best a tragically
incomplete lesson. Somehow the “intemnational community,” as it likes to call itself, has failed
to learn the most important lesson of all: when we have information that suggests innocent
people are about to be massacred, we must act on that information rather than ignoring it and
hoping it will go away. Yet in July 1995, not even a year after the Rwanda genocide, United
Nations peacekeepers in Bosnia ignored all the warning signs and let the massacre at Srebrenica
happen. And in 1996 and 1997, when Hutu refugees were being slaughtered by the thousands in
eastern Zaire, United States policy makers seemed more interested in disputing the number of

refugees than in stopping the slaughter.

None of this is meant to suggest that there are not important differences between the
participants in the Rwanda conflict. The recent killings by Hutu insurgents may well be
motivated by the desire to complete the genocide they started in 1994, whereas the RPA killings
may be motivated only by the desire for power and for revenge. The fact that a massacre is not
genocide, however, does not make it any less a massacre. Moreover, the United States bears a
special moral responsibility when those whom we are supporting — both symbolically and
financially - are killing thousands of innocent men, women, and children. An end to such
killing must be an absolute condition on United States military assistance. I must add that
despite continued attempts to get a complete picture of the nature and extent of that assistance, |
still have not received satisfactory answers from the Administration about the military support
the United States has provided to the RPA. Without objection, I would like to make my latest
inquiry to President Clinton part of today’s record. ,
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T hope that our witnesses today will suggest ways in which the United States might
improve the behavior both of the Hutu insurgents and of the Administration’s chosen ally, the
Rwandan government. Any lasting peace in Rwanda must be based on reconciliation, and
reconciliation must be based on democracy and respect for human rights.

Finally, I am disappointed that all but one of the Administration officials responsible for
United States policy toward Rwanda refused to be here today. Although I asked the State
Department to send a representative to participate in this hearing some time ago, the Department
turned down my request, citing an internal rule that State Department representatives are not
allowed to testify while the Secretary of State is appearing elsewhere on Capitol Hill. That rule -
-- which is a public relations gimmick, pure and simple, motivated not by policy but by spin
control --- has caused the State Department to be absent from numerous Subcommittee hegrings.
It is particularly irksome in this case because as it turns out, the Secretary will not be testifving
on Capitol Hill this moming after all. The Defense Department initially agreed to testify, then
used the State Department's non-participation in this hearing as its justification for not attending.
I would like to take this opportunity to publicly protest this practice, which elevates public
relations over substance and significantly obstructs efforts to hold the Administration
accountable to Congress and to the American people. And I want to thank Mr. Richard McCall
of the Agency for International Development, who had the courage and the courtesy to appear
today. Finally, I want to thank my colleague Representative Cynthia McKinney, whose
dedication and perseverance have contributed mightily to this hearing.

1 look forward to the testimony of our distinguished witnesses.
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Thank you Mr. Chairman, [ have visited the region before and after the genocide of ‘94
and | am sure that everyone will tell you that this event continues to impact and affect world
affairs.
As a member of President Clinton’s team, we stopped briefly in Kigali and listened to the
victims and their families give an account of how the genocideres hacked and machete families
to death, It was sad and at the same time gruesome. Some gave accounts how limbs were torn
from the young children bodies so that when they grew up they could never pick up a weapon.

April 6 of 1994 has become synonymous in Rwanda as a date that began most of the
chaos, death and destruction. In Rwanda after the plane carrying Presidents Habyarimana and
Cyprien Ntaryamira crashed began the travesty that culminated with the extermination of a half
of million Tutsis and moderate Hutus.

1 understand that recently Kambanda pleaded guilty to directing the slaughter of
hundreds of Tutsis. Before the genocide, Kambanda belonged to the extremist wing of one of
Rwanda's major political parties. After Habyarimana's place exploded, Kambanda became
prime minister of the interim government. While pleading guilty yesterday, he has also agreed
to testify against others accused of planning the massacres. Sadly, while these confessions are
welcomed, they come 4 years too late.

1 applaud President Clinton and Ambassador Madeleine Albright’s effort to set the record
straight in their admission that mistakes were made. We now know that the French under the
guise of Operation Turquoise supplied Hutus with ammunition and even after the genocide
continued to heavily arm the refugee camps. Even a exhale was let out when General Romeo
Dallaire, former UN peacekeeping force, gave a very moving and emotional account of the
United Nations failures. He said and I quote, Article 17 of the rules of engagement specifically
allowed the use of force to stop or prevent crimes against humanity. He said that he made this
point over and over as the killings spread outside the capital and genocide leaders traveled to the
farthest comers of the country telling Hutu peasants they were behind in their work.” If we had
changed the mission to a Chapter 6 to a Chapter 7--a switch that would have sanctioned
offensive operations--the UN watched with the rest of the world as an armed majority set out to

exterminate the country’s minority.
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And as the article in the post on 28 January states that “3 countries feel Hutu rebels
wrath” the problem is a regional one and the regional leaders are not hesitating to get involved
take care of their own geo-strategic problems. President Ssaias was just here and reintegrate this
point. We know the NATO-led troops managed to knock out 4 Bosnian Serb broadcasting
towers last fall but somehow we could not topple the hate propaganda radio on the hillside, Mille
Collines.
In conclusion, let me just say something about the 22 executions that happened last week.
There can not be reconciliation without justice especially with much of the killings Inthe US.,
a man was sentenced to death after clearly being found mentally incompetent in Virginia and
Carla Faye Ray died in Texas by lethal injection after claiming to have found spiritual
enlightment While I don’t condone taking any individual's life and I am against the death
penalty, 1 have heard more reports last week about the 22 people that were executed than 1 heard
in the 3 months that the genocide occurred. 1 don’t believe that 500,000 lives are any less
valuable than 22. Many valiant men, women and children that survived the genocide have gone
on with their lives and they have shown the world it’s possible to carry on after genocide.

Thank you.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF RICHARD L. McCALL
CHIEF OF STAPF TO THE ADMINISTRATOR
U.8. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
MAY 5, 1998
HOUSE COMMITTER CN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
SUBCOMMITTER ON INTRRNATIONAL OPERATIONS AND HUMAN RIGHETS

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Subcommittee, I want to
axpress my appreciation for your inviting me to participate in
today’s hearings on "Rwanda: Genocide and the Continuing Cycle of

Violence."

I think most experts would agree that the current crisis in
the Great Lakes region of Africa began long before the shocking
and tragic genocide of 1994. The manner in which the
international community reacted to the genocide before, during,
and afterwards, has led to considerable soul-searching among
donors, and both international and non-governmental relief

organizations.

The international community was ill-equipped to deal with the
Post-Cold War world, particularly the emergence of complex
emergencies, many of which have as their underpinning ethnic,
religious, cultural or nationalistic roots. This vexing reality
has led to several informal meetings comprised of donors,
international humanitarian organizations, non-governmental
organizations and private and voluntary organizations. The first
meeting was held in March 1995 at Wilton Park, outside of London.
The most recent was held on April 3-4 of this year in Stockholm,
Sweden, and was co-hosted by the Swedish Government and Sergio
Viera de Mello, the new Under-Secretary General of the United
Nations for Humanitarian Affairs. Some 40 representatives of
selected donor nations, United Nations agencies, African
countries, academics and non-governmental organizations were
invited to the Stockholm meeting, not as representatives of their

organizations, but as individuals.

In opening the Stockholm seminar Jan Eliason, the Foreign
Minister of Sweden,; posed the following questions for us to
ponder:

1. Have we sufficiently analyzed and adapted to the reality of
today's conflicts? The answer is clearly no.

2. Do we have comprehensive answers to these complex conflicts
and do those answers reflect the realities on the ground? Once
again, the answer is clearly no.

3., Do we look at these conflicts within the totality of all
interventions, military, political, humanitarian and economic?
Again, the answer is clearly no.
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4. Do we have the mechanisms not only to mobilize effective
resources, but also to ensure that those resources are usged to
ameliorate the root causes of conflict? Again, the answer is no.

5. How can we maintain the integrity, let alone apply the
principles, of humanitarian law when many actors are non-state
actors? That is the challenge we have faced not only in the
Great Lakes, but Bosnia and Somalia as well.

The Stockholm seminar discussions focused on the ongoing
crisis in the Great Lakes. A major independent assessment
entitled "Strategic Humanitarian Coordination in the Great Lakes
Region 1996-1997" was prepared in advance for the discussions.
That assessment built upon the five volume Multi-Donor evaluation
of the role of the international community in events leading up
to, and during, the Rwanda genocide. The latter evaluation was

published in early 1996.

Throughout my prepared statement, I will refer to both the
Stockholm assessment and UNHCR's winter of 1997 publication of
Refugees, the entire issue of which was entitled "Crisis in the
Great Lakes: Anatomy of a Tragedy."

My purpose is to lay out the concerns that have now
crystallized within the international community. Unless
political and humanitarian actors learn the lessons of the
previous responses to complex emergencies, history will repeat
itgself, and the opportunity for donor retrospectives will

continue in abundance.

In a context where humanitarian asgsistance has been routinely
abused and manipulated, and where repeated mass violations of
humanitarian law and human rights are a constant reality, it is
critical that well thought out policies should inform well-
prepared and executed humanitarian operations. This has not been
the state of affairs in the Great Lakes region, where the
humanitarian assistance became a valuable resource to be
exploited by non-humanitarians for ends most brutal.

While the international community was shocked by the brutality
and horror of the genocide in Rwanda, I think few understood the
cohesion and the breadth of the political organization behind

this killing machine -- until it was too late.

There is now consensus that in 1994 the exodus into eastern

Zaire of Hutus was largely determined by a concerted effort on
to create a human shield inside the

the part of the former regime

Zairian border with Rwanda. In August 1994, UNHCR organized the

first repatriation from Goma. However, as the UNHCR publication
rst day of repatriation, the extremists

pointed out, after the fi
attacked those refugees wanting to return to their homes in
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Rwanda. The old commune and village structures were
reconstituted in Zaire and Tanzania. The camp populations were
routinely harassed and killed by the senior officials a-4
Interahamwe militias, determined to maintain their own political
and milicary control over the refugees. Refugees who stepped out
of line by agreeing to repatriate or challenge the

old authorities were beaten or killed. Food distribution was

effectively controlled by the old guard.

The Stockholm assessment stated that "the ex-FAR used the
refugee camps as a political and military base and to intimidate
the refugees into staying in Zaire, where they would continue to
serve their essential function as a shield and base for the
rearming of the ex-FAR. Controversially, some international NGOS
also provided relief directly to military camps in nearby Lac
Vert under the argument that doing so would limit the extent to
which military forces stole from the civilian population. 1In
1995, the ex-FAR was sufficiently rejuvenated to begin a series
of attacks into Western Rwanda." As African Rights documented,
the targets of those attacks were genocide survivors and those
who could serve as potential witnesses to the genocide, including

Hutus. .

The empowerment of the genocidaires in the Zaire camps had
the effect of transferring Rwanda’'s political tensions throughout
the sub-region, laying the groundwork for continued warfare in
eastern Zaire, the eventual attack on the refugee camps, and
ultimately leading to the overthrow of the Mobutu regime.

During the 1994-1996 period, the ex-FAR and Interahamwe, in
collusion with elements of the Zairian Army, undertook operations
that effectively ethnically cleansed Zairian Tutsis from the
Masisi region of Zaire northwest of Goma. Similar efforts
directed at the Banyamulenge in South Kivu, and other ethnic
groups, proved to be the seminal event precipitating the

rebellion led by Laurent Kabila.

Once all-out war broke out, as the Stockholm assessment
observed: "It was evident and clear that the military elements
among the refugee population were deliberately pushing part of

the refugee population ahead of itself to shield itself from the
These people (meaning the legitimate

‘attacks by the RPA/ADFL.
times victimized -- having been forced out

refugees) became four
of Rwanda by the genocide armies in 1994, and then intimidated,
armies in the Goma region

harassed and oppressed by those same
1966 again forced to flee as a population

camps, they were in
shield and many of these people were killed in the ensuing

fighting."



91

-4-

The nature of the evil continuing to plague the region cannot
be under-estimated. Not only are the genoc?daires committed to
finishing what was left undone in 1994, but they are willing to
kill and sacrifice thousands of their own people to do so.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the fact that in previous hearings
you, yourself, have covered a lot of this background in your
statements. However, with your indulgence, it is important that
the various strands of the international community’s belated
intervention in the Great Lakes be woven together, in an effort
to begin finding some answers as to how we deal with complex

emergencies in the future.

iAs the editor of Refugees observed about the Great Lakes
crisis:

"Genocide. It is perhaps the most chilling word in any
language, one so heavily antithetical to basic civilized behavior
that individuals, institutions and governments almost
automatically refrain from its use even when logic dictates

otherwise.... .

"The sheer number of victims involved in the slaughter
(Rwanda) has shaped everything that followed, making the Great
Lakes very different to other humanitarian emergencies....

"Should we, the humanitarians, continue to feed camps which
were full of, and often controlled by the genocidaires? Should
field workers tell the world what they knew of fresh killings in
the forests that endangered not only their own lives but also
ongoing efforts to save many tens of thousands still living
refugees." In such extreme circumstances was the principle of
‘voluntary repatriation’ practical or even possible."

That question -- whether the principle of voluntary
repatriation was practical or even possible under those
circumstances -- was and continues to be the crux of much the
past and present debate surrounding the Great Lakes.

According to the Stockholm agsessment, the lack of attention
to refugee camp security and the empowerment of the genocidaires
led to growing violence in the region. "The festering discontent
in 1996-1997 confirmed the urgency of specific recommendations to
remove barriers to repatriation. The manipulation by belligerent
and criminal elements in the refugee camps in Eastern Zaire in
1994 was a rerun of problems unaddressed in the Cambodian refugee
camps along the Thai border years before." In otherwords, we have
been there before. Lessons were not learned or heeded,
needlessly producing thousands of innocent victims,
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Too often the international community provides assistance, but
not protection. As one of the participants in the Stockholm

seminar observed:

"We deal with the symptoms, not the root causes. We don't
understand the culture and history of the country that, of
necessity, becomes the object of our political and humanitarian

interventions."

The complexity of any failed state requires a multi-faceted
respongse. We must begin redefining accountability. In the past,
accountability meant assuring that humanitarian assistance
reached those in need. As another participant stated:

"Now accountability includes a realistic assessment of
protection we provide or do not provide, security, and the impact
on stability. Humanitarian action does have a political impact.
For 50 years the U.N. has worked in watertight compartments. We

can no longer afford to do so."

At a minimum, the Great Lakes crisis has led us to acknowledge
a number of serious deficiencies. 1Included are the following:

1. We have to gain an understanding of the on-the-ground
reality and adjust to that reality. There is a major difference

between headquarters versus field reality.

2. The quality of the political, economic and social analysis
is not good and in many cases is non-existent.

3. The crisis is rarely over once immediate humanitarian needs
are met -- the challenge is to mitigate the ongoing crisis.

4, Compartmentalization produces inflexibility in the entire
system. Complex emergencies by definition require a coordinated
system-wide approach and talent beyond what the system can

produce.

§. Humanitarian law is often violated or compromised from the
moment refugee populations are stabilized. As we saw in the

Great Lakes, humanitarian operations do have an impact on the
dynamics of violence. The intervention was built around violence
and tried to accommodate that violence in the hope that other
actors would live up to their obligations under humanitarian law.

One of the major lessons learned from the Great Lakes crisis
is that humanitarian intervention cannot be geparated from the
political, military and economic interventions of the

international community.
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While the genocidaires were accorded sanctuary and pr
in Zaire under the international humanitarian 1n§§rvenc€OSSGEC1°n
reconstituted UNAMIR ineide Rwanda had a very limited mandate --
that of protecting the humanitarian operation. In other words,
UNAMIR could cnli protect humanitarian aid workers, not Rwandans.
Theretore, the killers from the camp could continue to operate
with impunity, with only the RPA standing in their way.

Under humanitarian law, it is the respongibility of the host
state to ensure armed elements do not enjoy the status, and with
such status the sanctuary and sustenance, accorded legitimate
refugees. In the case of the Great Lakes, the Mobutu regime was
an ally of the ex-Rwandan government and it was one of the worst
kept secrets that the regime allowed weapons to continue flowing

to the ex-FAR and Interahamwe.

Because of the dilemma pused by the inability to separate the
armed and political elements from the refugees, and the belief
that it was necessary to maintain the principle of voluntary
repatriation, the international effort became viewed by the
Rwandan government as aiding and abetting the continued genocide.

Unfortunately, the nature of the international intervention
contributed to the institutionalization of violence, rather than
breaking the cycle of impunity which gave rise to the genocide in

the first place.

During my travels to the region during 1995 and 1996, in
particular, it was apparent that unless the international
community came up with a solution to a problem that was
increasingly destabilizing the region, the Rwandans ultimately
would feel compelled to respond. No one doubted they would, from
UNHCR representatives in the field, to many of the Ngos working
on the ground. The moral dilemma for the humanitarian workers was
becoming an unbearable burden to carry. NGOs, in particular,
became more outspoken when I visited the camps in emphasizing
that this was a political problem, not a refugee problem and
there was no reason for the camps to continue to be supported.

In the end the question of whether voluntary repatriation was
practical and even possible under these circumstances was
particularly unrealistic since the legitimate refugees did not
have the option of exercising free will in making that choice.
Legitimate refugees were controlled by those who needed them and
the services provided them to further their own ends.

The Great Lakes crisis also revealed other serious
deficiencies in the international system. Of major concern is
the seeming inability of donors to collaboratively structure
relief and rehabilitation efforts in a way that the root causes
of conflict are addressed. This entails focusing resources not
within a traditional relief and rehabilitation framework, but in

49-306 98-4
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such a manner that effectively ameliorates ethnic, religious or
cultural tensions. Often, short-term relief and rehabilitation
responses do not reflect gtrategic analysis or

planning that is strictured in such a way so as to avcid the next
conflict. The internatiunal response to Rwanda serves as a

classic example of this problem.

We spent hundreds of millions of dollars in meeting the needs
effectively of the refugees. Despite donor pledges amounting to
hundreds of millions of dollars, disbursement of significant sums
of these pledges were agonizingly slow in Rwanda. This problem
stems from the various rules and regulations governing individual
donor programs. Fast-disbursing resources are available for
immediate humanitarian relief and some rehabilitation needs.
Flexible tools to bridge the gap between rehabilitation and
traditional development programs are limited, which slows down

the disbursal rate considerably.

da

One of the best analyses of the current situation in Rwan
In

was recently published by the U.S. Committee for Refugees.

that study, it was pointed out that there are basically five
different groups in Rwanda. Those who survived the genocide;
those Hutus who remained inside Rwanda after the genocide; those
Tutsi refugees who fled Rwanda in 1959 and the early 19608 and

returned; the Hutu refugees who returned from the Zaire, Tanzania
and Burundi camps; and Tutsis who fled Burundi and Zaire. Each
group suffers from the same deprivations, a lack of even minimal

health and education services, and economic opportunity. This is
creating serious tensions among the five groups, belying the
ially a Tutsi/Hutu

notion that Rwanda’'s problems are essent
problem.

Once again, in recognition of this problem, donors will be
meeting later this month with the Government of Rwanda to develop
a strategic framework to more effectively address these
fundamental problems. There is a growing consensus that
reconciliation in Rwanda will occur only when the basic needs of
the entire population are met and problems common to all are
addressed. There is a recognition on the part of the donor
community that we have to do business differently in Rwanda and
the region. We have to be much more flexible in the deployment

of resources than has been the case in the past.

Tt is anticipated that there will be additional follow-up to
the Stockholm conference to deal with many of the suggestions of
the independent assessment. The assessment is not Ket availgble
owever,

publicly since it is still undergoing revisions.
tions to give the

would like to touch upon some of the sugges
Subcommittee a sense of the igsues with which the international
community is presently grappling.
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FPirst, it is auggouccd that the Incqr~Agency Standing Committee
of the United Nations engage authorities from the Democratic
Republic of the Congo, Rwanda, Burundi, Uganda and Tanzania to
obtain a conmitment to providing & framework for consent for
humanitarian action on the Great Lakes Region. This should be
done in collaboration and consultation with the Office for the
Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs.

A salient point in yelation to this lug?alcion is as follows:
*Given that a framework for consent is defined by the
intersection of political, humanitarian, military, economic and
social incerests of authorities in the region, U.N. offices
should roucinqli engage in multi-disciplinary analysis of these
aspects of conflict. Authorities in the region and other foreign
governments should respect the need for the U.N, to conduct this
analysis insofar as it relates to defining, delimiting and

protecting humanitarian space.*

Second, the Inter-Agency Standing Committee should define the
process whereby, when a framework for consent has collapsed the
system-wide suspension of humanitarian activities and non-
intervention are systematically evaluated and employed as
rational responses to some aspects of complex emergencies.

In this regard it is auggentod that conflict impact assessment
tools be used to plan humanitarian activities, monitor their
ongoing impact, and assess their contribution to sustainable

processes of peacebuilding.

In addition, it is suggested that a deliberate effort be made
to *attract and place individuals with adequate skills and
experience to evaluate the political, military, social and
humanitarian context of the crisis in the Great Lakes region,
placing such staff as key advisors to U.N, staff responsible for
key operational and strategic humanitarian coordination decisions

in the regicn."

Third, the Inter-Agency Standing Committee should work to
address the question of how human rights and humanitarian
organizations can more effectively work together.

Included in this suggestion is a review of the relationship
between human rights law and U.N. agency protection mandates and
the need to routinely train U.N. humanitarian staff in human

rights law.

Fourth, the entire U.N. system working in the Great Lakes
Region should recognize that unacceptable human tragedies
continue in the Great Lakes Region. Therefore, measures should
be taken to ensure that the prima humanitarian obligation to
save lives and reduce human suffering remains a tocus of the U.N.
system in the region, while working through such fora as the
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Secretary General's Task Porce on Relief, Reconstruction and
Dogctgpmant to address underlying problems and long-term
solutions,

This suggestion calls for a review of the "appropriateness of
the application of the ’'relief to development continuum {n the
region, given the deepening of civil conflict in Rwanda, the
continuing conflict in Burundi, and renewed conflict in the DRC.*"
The need for ongoing humanitarian operations in Rwanda should be
recognized, "and the vital importance of ensuring that
hunanitarian and development activities in the country are
complimentary, reinforcing common objectives.*

Fifch, "U.N., agencies were not designed to work in close
collaboration with one another. The wording of each agency’s
mandate specifically defines responsibility for what once were
nearly unralated issues; refugeea, development, children, etc.
The end of the Cold War has brought new and still unresolved
challenges to the U,N. system...The hard realities of complex
emergencies demand that the U.N...conform itself to these
challenges and become what it never has been; a system of
agencies that cooperate in pursuit of common goals."

I might add that this problem is not unique to the United
Nations. 1If there is one thing that every Western donor
acknowledges is the fact that we all suffer in varying degrees
from the same compartinentalization within our own systems.

Sixth, the Inter-Agency Standing Committee should seek to
strengthen existing mechanisms for strategic coordination.

Of particular importance was the suggestion that the need for
improved capacities for strategic analysis be recognized, with
"gtrong links to operational and strategic decisions, and work
through the DPA/DPKO/OCHA framework to ensure that the IASC has
sufficient access to political and strategic analysis of the
political and military context and framework of humanitarian
issues. An increased emphasis should be placed on inter-agency
training, recognizing that such training will contribute to
improved multi-dimensional planning and the creation of cross-

agency networks."

Seventh, the Inter-Agency s:anding committee should task the
Office for coordination of Humanitarian Affairs to support
coordination functions irrespective of where they occur. OCHA
should reliably and consistently provide high quality
coordination support staff to staff, or when necessary, directly

fulfilling coordination roles.

Eighth, the Inter-Agency Standing Committee should
energetically seek to resolve issues of mandate overlaps and

gaps, in particular with respec

t to internally displaced persons.
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The asseassment concluded with the following observation;

*The crisis i{n the Great Lakes Region posed enormous
challenges for those tasked to respond to massive, urgent
humanitarian needs of suffering populations. Some of the

roblems faced were unique to the region; many are problems faced

Y the U.N. system across the globe. These problems are
formidable; the solutions require a high level of interagency
collaboration and commitment to humanitarian rinciples.
However, learning these lessons, and translat ng lessons learned
-into improved structures, procedures, and Bystems for strategic
coordination is an essential task of continuing to improve the
U.N.’s overall contribution to lessening the humanitarian costs
of what is unfortunately likcly to be an ongoing feature of
international life, complex political crises with tremendously

high human costs.®

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I want to
emphasize that those institutions and individuals tasked with
meeting the humanitarian needs of legitimate refugees and
internally displaced persons have been placed in an untenable
position by the nature of the crises to which we are now
compelled to respond. The entire Ssystem, multilateral, bilateral
and non-governmental has been il11-equipped both from an
analytical/ntrncegic and operational framework to deal with the
complexity of failed states. Historically, we have had to
respond to the humanitarian needs of those affected by conflict
between states. Now, we are being called upon to respond to

intra-state conflict.

The fact that we are all undergoing cricical self-analysis and
reaching a consensus on not onl changes that are required in the
8ystem, but also the need for close collaboration among all the
actors opens up the real possibility that we can eftectively
prevent conflict, or at least mitigate its consequences.

However, no amount of analysis is a substitute for action.
We all know what are the problems and now it is incumbent on us
to begin adjusting our institutional responses accordingly to

reflect these acknowledged realitics.
Thank you very much and I am ready to take questions now.
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Mr. Chairman,

UNHCR has been requested to appear before this Committee which is looking at a
broad range of issues relating to the tragic events in Rwanda in recent years. We
have been requested to focus on the refugee dimensions of that tragedy; on what
UNHCR has, or has not, done; and particularly on key issues such as the separation
of the perpetrators of genocide from refugees; the mixture of fighters and refugees
in refugee camps; the location of refugee camps; and our overall efforts to protect
genuine refugees in this highly complex and difficult environment.

Over the past four years, the Great Lakes region of Central Africa has been the
setting for one of the most rapid mass exoduses of refugees during this century.
Tragically, governments in the region and the international community failed to be
able to protect civilian refugees from Rwanda and Burundi throughout the Great
Lakes crisis, and as a result, there has been enormous loss of life. As the principal
UN organization mandated to protect and assist refugees, UNHCR has conducted
much soul-searching, and reflected very carefully on its own actions and those of
other actors, to determine what went wrong. We would like to try to answer some

of these questions in this hearing today.

In order to do so, we have outlined briefly UNHCR’s mandate responsibilities and
those of States, and UNHCR's efforts over the past four years to meet these
responsibilities in regard to Rwandan refugees in the region.

UNHCR’s Mandate and Role

UNHCR's primary function is to provide international protection and assistance to
refugees and to seek permanent solutions to their problems. Under its Statute and
the General Assembly resolution creating the Office, international protection s

enshrined as the principal focus of UNHCR’s work.

-
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The 1951 Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees' was drawn up at the time
of the creation of UNHCR. The Convention and its 1967 Protocol?, as well as the
1969 OAU Convention Governing the Specific Aspects of Refugee Problems in
Africa’, create parallel treaty obligations on States parties to protect refugees. There
are currently 134 states parties to the Convention and Protocol, and 43 states
parties to the OAU Convention. All states in the Great Lakes region of Central

Africa have ratified the OAU Convention.

In order to take account of the special characteristics of the situation in Africa, the
OAU Convention expanded the 1951 Convention definition of a refugee to those
compelled to leave their country not only as a result of persecution, but also owing
to conflict or ‘events seriously disturbing the public order® in either part or the

whole of their country.

In addition to defining who is a refugee, the OAU Convention also identifies
certain categories who are excluded from refugee protection (as does UNHCR'’s
Statute). These include perpetrators of crimes against peace, war crimes and crimes
against humanity. The Preamble of the Convention also recognizes the need 1o
make a distinction between a refugee who seeks a peaceful and normal life and a
person fleeing his country for the sole purpose of fomenting subversion from
outside.” These instruments clearly intended that the perpetrators of genocide and
other crimes against humanity should not be able to escape justice by claiming

refugee status.

The OAU Convention also contains provisions as to when refugees cease to be
refugees, including due to changes in circumstances in the country of origin, which
would make it possible for them to return safely home without fear of persecution,
conflict or violence. The changes that might justify application of the cessation
clause must be fundamental and long-lasting. No State has yet applied this clause in

regard to Rwanda.

The determination of refugee status, including exclusion from and cessation of such
status, is the treaty responsibility of host governments under both the 1951 UN
Convention and the 1969 OAU Refugee Convention. UNHCR's role is primarily to
support, assist and monitor this process. In exceptional cases, UNHCR may take the
lead on behalf of states, under its mandate responsibility for recognition and

exclusion of refugees, if requested to do so.

! United Nations Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees, 189 U.N.T.S. 150
3 Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugess, 19 U.S.T. 6223, 606 U.N.T.S. 267

3 OAU Conveation Goveming the Specific Aspects of Refuges Problems in Africa, September 10, 1969,
1001 U.N.T.S. 45

4 Atticle I (4) provides * This Convention shall cease to apply to any refugee if:.....(¢) he can no longer,
because the circumstances in connection with which he was recognised as a refugee have ceased 1o exist,

continue to refuse to avail himself of the protection of the country of his nationality...”

2
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UNHCR's responsibilities for protecting refugees are global and non-discriminatory.
By Statute, the work of the High Commissioner is entirely non-political,

humanitarian and social.

The most important principle of refugee protection under the various legal
instruments Is non-refoulement, which forbids states from returning refugees to
countries where their safety or freedom would be at risk. This principle is non-
negotiable, and UNHCR is obliged under its mandate to make every effort to
ensure that it is respected. The Great Lakes crisis posed fundamental challenges for
the system of international refugee protection, especially in this respect.

Rwandan Exodus of 1994

The dilemma of huge numbers of Rwandans living just beyond the borders was
posed almost as soon as the 1994 conflict and genocide began. Barely three weeks
after the plane carrying Rwandan and Burundi Presidents Habyarimana and
Ntyaryamira was shot down as it neared Kigali on April 6, an estimated 250,000
Rwandans crossed from southeast Kibungo into Tanzania in the space of 24 hours.
It was the fastest exodus in modern times. The number of Rwandans in Tanzania
would swell to 500,000 in the next days as the advancing Rwandese Patriotic Front

(RPF) tightened its grip on the east of the country.

Such a massive outflow focused the attention of the international community,
unsure until then of the dimensions of what had been unfolding in Rwanda. On
April 29, the same day that tens of thousands of people crossed into Tanzania, the
United Nations Secretary-General asked the Security Council to consider forceful
action to respond to increasing evidence of atrocities in Rwanda. The Security
Council deferred the question of returning law and order to the country, asking the
Secretary-General for more information. One week later, faced with the exodus
and the mobilization of the humanitarian agencies, the Council asked him to make

plans to get emergency aid to the refugees.

During May and June various proposals were submitted for a peace-keeping force
in Rwanda. France’s offer to send troops was accepted by the UN when it became
clear that other member states were not eager to contribute soldiers to a second
Assistance Mission (UNAMIR), the first having been reduced in strength during
April. By 9 July French troops began taking up positions in southwestern Rwanda.
The consolidation of the Zone Turquoise provoked rapid change in parts of the
country not yet under RPF control: on 13 July refugees began to stream across the
northwest border into Goma — an estimated 100,000 on the first day — and four
days later, with mortar rounds following the column of people fleeing through

Gisenyi, those crowding Goma numbered one million.

As the RPF declared a unilateral cease-fire after taking control of Kigali, effectively
bringing the war in Rwanda to an end on 18 July, UN agencies, non-governmental
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organizations (NGOs) and governments were struggling to bring the developing
humanitarian crisis provoked by the mass exodus under control. Cholera broke out
in Goma on 19 July and for the space of a frantic week, every effort was directed at
the collection and burial of some 50,000 victims, mainly women and children.
UNHCR appealed for more supplies as its relief stockpile was depleted almost
instantly, and this was truly a life-saving period. To alleviate the unmanageable
crush in Goma, relief workers and local officials began encouraging refugees to
walk north to sites designated by the Government of Zaire. The host state allowed

no consideration of sites further from the border.

By the end of August, some 1,3 million Rwandans had fied to Zaire, some 190,000
to Burundi, and some 530,000 to Tanzania.

Early Efforts to Address the Crisls

After recelving assurances from the new authorities in Rwanda that refugees
wishing to return would be safe, UNHCR decided on 23 July to encourage and
assist voluntary repatriation from Goma. Indeed, many thousands of people, driven
by the miserable conditions and the passing of the panic which had carried them
into exile, began walking homeward. UNHCR staff also began singling out the self-
appointed camp leaders and militia who had by this point already begun trying to
stop refugees from repatriating. The leaders’ defiant attitude was seen in the
refusal, by 20 former community officials, of a UN offer to travel back to Rwanda in
order to report back on the current situation to refugees in the camps. The violent
rejection resembled that of Rwandan populations in Ngara (Tanzania) two months
before, when UNHCR had attempted to move miiitant former authorities away
from refugees. In that incident, aid workers were chased from the camp by

machete-wielding crowds.

UN High Commissioner for Refugees Sadako Ogata, noting the security incidents
and growing intimidation of refugees wanting to go home, pointed to the need for
means to counter the Hisinformation and adverse rumors being spread in the
camps” at the UN donor conference on Rwanda on 2 August. Although
approximately 200,000 refugees had spontaneously left Goma for home by mid-
August, UNHCR was forced to cancel the first organized repatriation when its
vehicles were stopped and set on by mobs. The attack further underscored the
evident need to separate and distance armed elements, including ex-Rwandan
Armed Forces (FAR) and militia, from the civilian refugee population.

Returning to a Zairian government pledge to disarm the newly-arrived Rwandans
(26 July 1994), the Prime Minister of Zaire on August 15 asked the UN Secretary-
General for help to transfer 20,000 ex-FAR from the eastern border to Kinshasa.
But with the immense camps now taking shape and epidemics in check, the calls
for military action against the mixed Rwandan caseload, like the Prime Minister’s
request, went unanswered by countries able to undertake such operations. Army



sy

I&g% &;x%ﬁ“ 8,

R L e

102

units flown in to help with the relief effort, including a last contingent of 478 US
troops, left the region by the end of September,

Clearly the camps contained ex-soldiers, Interahamwe, and ‘genocidaires” as well

as civilian refugees. UNHCR and other agencies on the ground became concerned
that a lack of urgency and international support would translate into a protracted
struggle with a caseload they were not equipped to deal with. Already in August,
reports of revenge killings in Rwanda were putting a brake on efforts to encourage

repatriation.

In October 1994 Mrs. Ogata warned of the risks of leaving the camps as they were.
“The lives of refugees and humanitarian staff have been endangered and the
delivery of relief and essential services disrupted by armed elements from the
former Rwandese army and militia,” she told UNHCR’s Executive Committee In
Geneva on 3 QOctober, continuing to say that “The aim appears to be to control the
refugee population, block their voluntary return to Rwanda and build resistance

against the Government in Kigali.”

In a press release dated October 21, 1994, UNHCR went further, acknowledging
that 1n some camps, the former authorities have virtually taken control of all food
and relief distribution in order to consolidate their power and to manipulate and
dominate the camp population.” Even while the operation in 1994 was primarily
still of a life-saving nature, there was no international support for the job of
separating fighters from civilians, or of relocating the camps.

The role of militant elements in the camps had caused several NGOs to rethink
their engagement on behalf of the Rwandans. In November and December some
non-governmental organizations were to pull out of Goma and Ngara, citing the
influence of the ex-FAR and Interahamwe. UNHCR considered the possibility as
well, but the agency’s mandate and the humanitarian imperative of caring for the
majority of vulnerable and needy civilians, women and children, made a

withdrawal impossible.

In New York, Mrs. Ogata tried to revive hope for a military deployment to secure
the camps. The former Rwandan army was still endangering the lives of refugees,
she said, telling the Third Committee of the General Assembly on 9 November that
the Secretary-General had ‘“agreed that top priority will be given to this issue.” By

the end of the month the Security Council, having heard additional evidence from
the Secretary-General of worsening conditions in the camps, requested that he
consult with nations for possible contribution of troops to a peace-keeping

operation for this purpose.
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UNHCR Efforts in 1995

1995 began with UNHCR expressing hope that another one million refugees and
displaced persons would go home during 1995. Hundreds of thousands of bld*
caseload refugees — people who had fled violence in Rwanda as early as 1959 —
had already returned, receiving assistance from UNHCR and the Government of
Rwanda. (UNHCR would eventually direct $33 million of a total expenditure of
$127 million in Rwanda between 1994 and 1997 to the reintegration of this group,

estimated by the Government at 1.2 million people.)

But in a decision characteristic of the next phase of the Great Lakes crisis, the
Secretary-General reported on January 25, 1995, that plans to use international
military to improve security in the refugee camps would not go forward. He told
the High Commissioner that he had appealed to some 40 countries soliciting
support and had received only one positive response. As a consequence, he asked
UNHCR to explore alternative security arrangements. The position marked the
beginning of a period when a worsening situation would create a virtual stalemate

in the camps at Rwanda’s borders.

Left with no alternative and a urgent need to bring order to the camps, UNHCR on
27 January signed a Memorandum of Understanding with Zaire. The agreement
called for 1,500 Zairian elite troops to police the camps in Uvira, Bukavu and
Goma and provide security for humanitarian workers and repatriating refugees.
The first units, overseen by International civilian liaison officers, took up their
functions on 12 February. The extraordinary measure meant that UNHCR arranged
for military and police to work directly in support of the authorities.

In an attempt to break the regional deadlock, UNHCR and the OAU agreed to the
Burundi President’s proposal to convene a conference of all the concerned States in
Bujumbura in mid-February 1995. No meetings between the principals, Zaire and
Rwanda, had followed the signing of a Tripartite agreement on repatriation
arrangements between those governments and UNHCR the previous October. The
High Commissioner again identified security in the camps as the main obstacle to
repatriation, and to the assembled countries of asylum and origin emphasized that
the 1egal and ethical dilemmas” of the mixed caseload were ‘agonizing.” She

appealed to all States to remove persons suspected of having committed crimes and

to encourage the repatriation of refugees.

Clearly, humanitarian agencies were unable to resolve the question of armed
elements in the camps on their own. “The exclusion from humanitarian assistance
has in practice been impossible, given the numbers and serious security risks
involved,”the High Commissioner repeated in Bujumbura. Relocating camps away
from the borders and separating so-called 4ntimidators” from general refugee
populations were key aspects of the comprehensive Bujumbura Plan of Action,

endorsed by all States at the close of the session.
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After several months of declining returns to Rwanda — refugees learned quickly of
the assassination of a prominent politician and killings of an unknown number of
displaced people in Kibeho —the High Commissioner declared in June 1995 to the
OAU’s Ordinary Session of the Council of Ministers that the presence of former
soldlers, militia and the planners and perpetrators of genocide had created major
problems for the safety and voluntary return of the refugees, as well as the security

of the host community.”

The possibility of a re-organization of ex-soldiers and militia received greater
attention after Human Rights Watch reported in May of 1995 that arms were
reaching Rwandans in eastern Zaire from a number of governments. The assertion
was seized on by the Government of Rwanda, which called on the international
community to stop the flow. The studies on which the allegations were based
elicited a strong reaction from the Government of Zaire. The resentment towards
Rwandans on Zairian soil built, with the Prime Minister announcing publicly on 24

June that the time had come for refugees to go home.

The UN’s August 16 decision (Security Council resolution 1011) to lift the arms
embargo on Rwanda brought a response the next day from the Government of
Zaire, which declared its intention to remove all Rwandan and Burundi refugees
from the territory. Expulsions began on 19 August, 1995, when 181 Rwandans
were trucked by military to Gisenyi. Over the next four days, 15,000 refugees
were rounded up by Zairian troops and forced across the border to Rwanda at
Cyangugu and Gisenyi. Approximately 130,000 others temporarily fled the camps
for fear of being forced back, as resistance to a mass repatriation was substantial.
International pressure finally halted the forced return on 24 August.

With the repatriation operation and political relations at a low, the High
Commissioner toured the region between 31 August and 7 September and invited
Rwanda and Zaire to Geneva the following month for their first Tripartite meeting.
Amid growing signs of Impatience at a protracted and expensive operation from the
donor community, Mrs. Ogata moved the discussion to the dangers posed by a
prolonged stay of such a large proportion of Rwanda’s population. 4t is bad in
humanitarian terms,” she said, “and potentially dangerous in terms of regional
security.” The efforts begun in Bujumbura to render States more responsible for a
resolution continued, with the High Commissioner underscoring the ‘tlear

convergence of interest in repatriation.”

But on the heels of the Geneva meeting, Rwandan Prime Minister Twagiramungu
resigned and his Zairian counterpart declared that all the refugees would have to
leave Zaire by the end of 1995. The two incidents would serve to slow the rate of
return and damage already fragile cooperation between the country of origin and

the main country of asylum.
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The year closed on a note of stagnating repatriation and bleak considerations of the
alternatives. Political and financial supporters of the humanitarian agencies were
increasingly vocal in suggesting an end to the camps In Zaire. Communicating the
US’s wish to see the refugees speedily repatriated, former President Carter offered
to help mediate and obtained a pledge that Zaire would reconsider its end-of-year
deadline. A five-nation conference in Cairo between November 27 and December
2 foresaw the rate of return accelerating to 10,000 refugees a day, without

elaborating how this would happen.

Mirroring the growing momentum within the international community to leave the
refugee situation to the area countries, the UN Security Council agreed to terminate
UNAMIR’s mandate in December 1995. Dutles of the force of several thousand
international troops Included assistance to UN agencies and the International
Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, peace keeping, and confidence-building activities.
The last was important to refugees’ belief in the reintegration process.

UNHCR Efforts in 1996

UNHCR and the government of Zaire decided in February 1996 to tighten controls
and limit refugees’ movements in selected camps in Goma and Bukavu in hopes of
stopping commercial traffic on the sites. The ‘administrative closure” of the sites

was also meant to provoke refugees who would be reassured by the presence of
additional soldiers in the repatriation staging areas. And, acting finally to separate
Intimidators,” Zairian troops detained 10 Rwandans alleged to be stopping or

dissuading refugees from leaving Goma camps. Three weeks after the closure was
announced the operation foundered, with soldiers complaining they had not been
paid and abandoning their posts around camps. Only a few hundred refugees had

boarded UNHCR buses back to Rwanda.

At the one-year mark after the Bujumbura conference, UNHCR stated to the OAU’s
Follow-Up Committee in Addis Ababa the need for strong and unequivocal signals
by the Rwandese Government aimed at ensuring respect for human rights, and at
reassuring refugees about their security upon return and the restitution of their
property.” To give refugees reliable news of their areas of origin, UNHCR
established centers in each of the Goma camps where refugees could see videos

and get information on their home prefectures and communes.

By May however, security incidents in both Rwanda and Zaire and cross-border
attacks had increased. The High Commissioner reflected UNHCR’s apprehension
at the Increased violence when she reported to the Security Council on june 28,
1996, that New comprehensive measures are urgently needed to break the

deadlock in the repatriation.”

The problems of security and the absence of sustained, voluntary repatriation were
the same ones that had greeted all previous attempts to break the impasse, only
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now the positions seemed immovable. UNHCR proposed a new strategy. The first
three elements were: the temporary relocation of camps away from borders; real
action against the ex-FAR and former leaders; and, in the face of more incursions to

Rwanda, the monitoring of borders.

At that time UNHCR also evoked the possibility of further violence in the region.
The forced return advocated by many observers was not advisable as there are still
human rights concerns in Rwanda. | am also convinced that In that case (i.e. a
forced return) large numbers of refugees would fan out and destabilize other

regions of Zaire,” the High Commissioner said.

The idea of a forced return became reality on 19 July, 1996, when Burundi
authorities ordered ald workers out of two camps of Rwandan refugees and
commandeered trucks in order to transfer them back to Rwanda. Northern Burundi
had hosted as many as 200,000 refugees in seven camps since June of 1994.

International pressure again halted the expulsion of Rwandan refugees, after 15,000
people had been deposited across the border. But increased political tension,
culminating in a military coup in Burundi on 25 July, 1996, prompted the

remaining 70,000 Rwandan refugees in Burundi to return.

Events of October-December 1996

Mrs. Ogata assessed the crisis for the agency’s Executive Committee on 7 October
1996 and concluded that ‘probably never before has my Office found its
humanitarian concerns in the midst of such a lethal quagmire of political and
security interests.” In the run-up to the first attack on a refugee camp in mid-
October, political tension and recommendations had muiltiplied, with Zaire
threatening again to expel all refugees and senior US officials advising that camps
in Zaire and Tanzania be closed. The pattern of insecurity became more dense
until the outbreak of open combat north of Uvira between government troops and
Banyamulenge rebels. (Of Tutsi ethnicity, the group had lived in the South Kivu
region of Zaire for generations. The rebel groups were quickly to federate
themselves as the Alliance de Forces Démocratiques de Libération, or AFDL.)

Fighting quickly spread north from Uvira to Bukavu and then to Goma. Refugees
repeatedly fled before the sites were targeted and destroyed, a scenario which was
repeated over and over across a zone which hosted over one million Rwandan and
Burundi refugees in almost 40 camps. The last international aid workers were
evacuated during heavy fighting from Bukavu on 29 October, and from Goma on 2

November, 1996.

With no first-hand information on the fate of the refugees, aid agencies called on
the belligerents to allow access to the border towns inside Zaire. On November 7
UNHCR urged nations to send a neutral force that could set up humanitarian
corridors, but, in negotiations reminiscent of 1994, the Security Council delayed
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action on a military option. The discussion turned to a debate over the precise
goals of an eventual mission. On 12 November, Canada proposed itself to lead a
multinational force (MNF) in securing aid and passage to the refugees scattered, In
some cases, by three weeks of fighting. UNHCR strongly supported the case for the
MNF, which had been mandated by Security Council resolution 1080.

On November 15 1996, after an offensive by the AFDL, a column of Rwandans
began moving from Mugunga camp west of Goma to Gisenyi, in northwest
Rwanda. The flow was to continue for six days at a rate which reached several
thousand people an hour. Eventually, an estimated 600,000 pr:ople were moving
along main roads directly to their communes of origin back in Rwanda. Besides
stretching aid personnel and resoutces thin inside Rwanda, the sudden return of
over half a million refugees dispelled the sense of immediacy about locatipg and
assisting the Rwandans still in Zaire. The MNF debated different optionf? for an
intervention, including setting up land corridors and airdropping food in the
heavily forested region west of Lake Kivu, but support for the mission eroded and
the last 16 Canadian advance military personnel left their Kampala base by the end

of December.

One month to the day after the movement began from Zaire, refugees began
arriving in southeast Rwanda from Tanzania. The return followed bilateral contacts
between Rwanda and Tanzania and an attempt by camp leaders to thwart
repatriation by provoking the entire population of the camps to disperse away from
the border with Rwanda. Surrounded by Tanzanian soldiers, the refugees were
directed back to Rwanda on foot, where they were received by aid agencies which
had used lessons learned from the Goma return to prepare. Initially, the
reintegration in the eastern part of the country went smoothly.

Events in Zaire/Democratic Republic of Congo, December 1996-1997

As in 1994, the collapse of international support for a military force to assist
humanitarian agencies left them without physical protection for activities which
required operating in extremely dangerous circumstances. * Contrary to 1994, the
refugees had not stopped on the far side of an international boundary but were
being pursued by a front line in a spreading civil conflict. Further complicating the
task of reaching groups with assistance or the means of returning to Rwanda were
the desperate ex-FAR and Interahamwe, who drove tens of thousands of Rwandan
civilians westward, on occasion cynically using them as human shields.

The first sightings on the ground in early December of large groups of Rwandans
came in zones then still controlled by the Zairian Government — Tingi Tingi (an
estimated 120,000 people), Amisi (40,000) and Shabunda (40,000). Prior to these
contacts there had been different views, extending to debate at the Security

$ UNHCR lost over 30 mainly local staff members in the Great Lakes region between 1994 and 1997,
Many of these were killed or went missing while assisting refugees,

10
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Council, as to how many Rwandans remained in Zaire after the November mass
return, with UNHCR and aid agencies unable to account for many tens of

thousands formerly in the camps.

UNHCR maintained its plan to regain access to refugee groups in the rebel-held
areas, repealedly pressing the AFDL for safe passage west from Bukavu and Goma.
The agency considered possible returns by land and air. In February 1997 the High
Commissioner traveled to the region, extracting a pledge from AFDL leader
Laurent-Desire Kabila that he would not press his advance to the refugee
encampments at Amisi and Tingi Tingi. However, the AFDL soon pushed bands of
fighters (some of whom were being rearmed on those sites) and refugees to the east
bank of the Congo river in early March. An estimated 160,000 Rwandans massed
opposite the town of Ubundu just as aid workers were forced to leave Kisangani,

125 kms to the north and soon besieged by AFDL troops.

During March the UN Special Rapporteur on the Human Rights situation stated that
he had detailed evidence of human rights violations in both North and South Kivu.
The claims of the UN Human Rights report were soon bolstered by widespread

testimony from NGOs and others of killings of Rwandans in the area.

On March 19, 1997, four days after the fall of Kisangani to the AFDL, UNHCR
returned to the city. In the next week staff traveling south towards Ubundu came
upon tens of thousands of Rwandans moving north in search of food, medical
assistance and shelter. Planning was immediately started for the evacuation of the
Rwandans, who overwhelmingly declared their desire to be repatriated; basic camp
infrastructure was rushed to two sites designated by the new authorities, 25 and 42

kms south of Kisangani.

The catastrophic physical condition of the refugees, along with the extremely wary
AFDL attitude towards the Rwandans’ presence, compelled UNHCR to immediately
return everyone to Rwanda who was fit to travel. UNHCR's blueprint for the return
by air of Rwandans from Kisangani received the approval of the AFDL on 5 April.
During the run-up to the start date, a campaign was orchestrated by local officials,
media and villagers to delay or thwart the evacuation from Kisangani. The sabotage
culminated in armed attacks by soldiers, on the night of April 20, on the camp
population of 80,000 in Kasese and Biaro. For three days UNHCR and other aid
personnel were denied access to the left bank of the river, the only way to reach

the camps.

When UNHCR and international media were permitted to return to the sites they
found the camps empty of refugees, save 20 corpses in Biaro which bore the marks
of machete wounds. There was no sign of the several thousand extremely
vulnerable refugees registered beforehand, including thousands who were judged
too weak to walk and hundreds of unaccompanied minors and patients who had
been In a cholera isolation unit. The spectacle of destruction and abandoned

1
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camps obliged the AFDL authorities to allow UNHCR to start the airlift for
Rwandans who began to emerge from the forest.

The authorities maintained pressure on the operation by setting a 60-day deadline
for the completion of the evacuation and limiting the number of hours staff were
able to spend near the re-inhabited refugee sites. Terrified refugees stormed a
goods train being used as transport to the Kisangani ferry. The incident on May 4
claimed the lives of almost 100 people who suffocated or were crushed on the
overcrowded railcars. A hastily assembled fleet of leased aircraft would eventually
bring more than 43,000 Rwandans home from Kisangani, flying to more than 20
other sites as UNHCR caught up with thousands more Rwandans who had fanned

out across Zaire.

By September 1997, UNHCR had evacuated over 63,000 Rwandans by air. These
joined 215,000 people returned overland since December 1996 from an extensive
network of collection points to the west of Goma and Bukavu.

On September 4, authorities in Kisangani blocked UNHCR from reaching a transit
center which still held over 600 Rwandans and Burundi, many undergoing medical
treatment in preparation for eventual repatriation. Over two days during which
UNHCR was denied all access, the transit center population was flown back to
Kigali. The High Commissioner reported on the incident to the Security Council on
9 September, announcing her decision to suspend operations for Rwandan refugees
because of the lack of access to, and basic rights for, refugees and inadequate

security for humanitarian workers.

The next month UNHCR was ordered by the authorities, along with other agencies
and NGOs working with refugees, to immediately leave Goma. An instruction on
2 October from the Government of the newly-named Democratic Republic of
Congo (DRC, ex-Zaire) also commanded local authorities to seal the border
between Rwanda and the DRC in the face of new arrivals from northwest Rwanda,
where security incidents had caused several thousand people to flee their homes.
UNHCR staff began leaving Goma on 6 October. On that date also the High
Commissioner issued a press release, strongly denouncing expulsions of the recent
Rwandan arrivals by the DRC. ‘We were forced to suspend our operations for
Rwandan refugee there (the DRC) after our efforts to help these people had been

frustrated at every turn,” she said.

The 63,000 airlifted to Rwanda included 1,481 people who had crossed from the
DRC into Congo Brazzaville. The 15,000 Rwandans identified in May 1997 at
Loukolela, Njoundou, Impfondo and in the capital itself were the first large groups
or refugees contacted outside the first country of asylum, a phenomenon which
would expand to other countries in the region, and which would present UNHCR
with new and substantial protection challenges still being addressed today.

12
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While the agency was able to provide assistance and the option to repatriate to
some of the Rwandans, many were in places where UNHCR was not able to
intervene on their behall. In August 1997, for example, over 150 Rwandans —
including eight which had been recognized as refugees by the Government and
UNHCR — were expelled from Gabon and flown directly to Kigali.

Current Situation

In February 1998 the High Commissioner traveled to the Great Lakes for the
seventh time. She emphasized the necessity and possibility of reconciling refugee
protection with the Interests of States and their populations, especially on the
subject of security. Discussions with national leaders covered steps to ensure the
purely civilian character of refugee camps and UNHCR’s need for access to
refugees and returnees to meet its mandated responsibilities, In Rwanda, President
Bizimungu expressed the Government’s wish to see UNHCR maintain its role in the

country’s post-return reconstruction process.

UNHCR is dedicated to carrying out its protection, reintegration and rehabilitation
activities in the Great Lakes region, as elsewhere, in collaboration with States, and
the consultations with regional governments will continue at a two-day ministerial-
level meeting later this week in Kampala, Uganda. Although the character and
magnitude of its operation in the Great Lakes have changed and the agency’s
budget has decreased by $55 million compared to spending in 1997, the search for
solutions in the region still requires firm political, moral and financial suppont from

the international community.

Principal features of the agency’s work in the region at present are the care and
maintenance of camps sheltering 260,000 Burundi refugees in Tanzania, and where
possible, facilitating their repatriation to safe areas in Burundi, and the ongoing
repatriation of tens of thousands of Congolese by boat across Lake Tanganyika from
Tanzania. Wherever UNHCR is overseeing refugee returns or reintegration, close
monitoring of the process is central to its activities.”

The issue of approximately 80,000 Rwandans presently located in 14 countries in
Africa must be resolved as part of a global approach to regional stability, and
UNHCR is concerned also that governments should complete the screening

exercise begun in 1997,

Screening of Residual Rwandans

UNHCR'’s Statute, the UN Refugee Convention and the OAU Convention contain
refugee definitions and clauses defining who should be excluded from refugee
protection. Under these provisions, States parties may institute procedures for
assessing refugee claims to determine whether individuals qualify for refugee status.
These provisions were not designed for situations of mass influx. Formal
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determination of refugee status of individuals in such situations is generally not
necessary, with a prima facie determination of the status of the group generally

declared.

Following the return of the vast majority of refugees to Rwanda, UNHCR has
sought to encourage States to adopt a uniform approach to Rwandans who refuse to
repatriate by instituting refugee status determination procedures. Most states in the
region have agreed to try to do so, despite serious practical and legal obstacles to
implementation. These problems include finding safe and accessible places to hold
the residual groups, deploy staff and conduct the procedures, often in very remote
locations; difficulties in fact finding, determining credibility, and problems of proof
in applying the exclusion clause to those suspected of involvement in the genocide;
and the security risks which are inevitably entailed in conducting an exercise of this

nature.

As noted earlier, the determination of refugee status, including exclusion from such
status, is the treaty responsibility of States. UNHCR's role is to offer advice and
support to governments, though measures such as training, and to generally help
implement the process. In exceptional cases, if requested UNHCR may take the
lead on behalf of States under its Statutory mandate responsibility. UNHCR has
agreed to do this in some states in the region with respect 1o the residual Rwandan

caseload.

Screening the residual Rwandan caseload is a highly difficult, complex and
resource-intensive exercise. In some locations, it is also dangerous. To date, the
status of some 4,000 Rwandans has been or is in the process of being determined

by governments with UNHCR support.

This exercise represents a serious attempt to identify and exclude from refugee
protection individuals who were involved in the genocide in Rwanda. Those
excluded may be referred to the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR)
for prosecution. The Office of the Prosecutor is supportive of this process, although
it has only limited capacity to prosecute cases. Information on those listed by the
Government of Rwanda and the ICTR is shared and fully taken into account in the
process. Host governments may also prosecute such persons under their
complementary responsibilities under international law (as urged by the Security
Council in Resolution 955). Regional States have not demonstrated to date that they
are either willing or able to undertake such action. Those determined to be
refugees and who are not excluded from international protection are entitled to

continued asylum under the OAU Convention.

In the case of any armed elements among these residual groups, UNHCR has urged
that these persons be separated and interned by the host government, with the
assistance of the International Committee of the Red Cross.

[y
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If it is to be successful, refugee status determination of residual groups of Rwandans
who refuse to return to Rwanda is an undertaking which will require continued
strong political support and financial backing to ensure the necessary resources for

an extremely difficult exercise.

Activities Within Rwanda

A total sum of approximately US $ 127 million has been spent by UNHCR inside
Rwanda itself between 1994 to 1997. UNHCR's first actions following the 1994
genocide were on behalf of people who were then returning from an exile from the
former government which had begun as far back as 1959, and who were settled on
land provided by the government. According to government and UNHCR figures,
approximately one quarter of Rwanda’s present population has returned to the
country since 1994. Despite instability in parts of the country and an extremely
poor national economy, the vast majority of the returnees have reintegrated and

resumed their lives.

Rehabilitation projects were designed to create conditions in Rwanda conducive to
the return of both ‘bld” and ‘hew” caseload refugees, and vulnerable groups,
including survivors of the genocide and women head of households, who were
given special assistance. Besides direct aid to returning refugees, UNHCR carried
out programs that would shore up the country’s ravaged basic infrastructure,
including (exceptionally) financial support to its judicial system. The goal of
reducing tensions within the Rwandan population guided support to the areas of
shelter, water, health and education. Shelter projects in particular have been seen
as a necessary means to contribute to the reconciliation process.

UNHCR’s programs planned for 1998 amount to some $59 million in Rwanda and
include: assisting another 25,000 returnee families to construct dwellings; working
to encourage the integration and active participation of women in the economic
and social development of the country; and providing aid and protection to 30,000
Congolese refugees who cannot yet return to their homes in eastern DRC. Due to
projected funding shortfalls, however, UNHCR’s budget may have to be reduced to
some $39 million. This would mean, for example, that UNHCR would only be
able to provide shelter assistance to 2,000 returnee families rather than 25,000.
UNHCR and the Government agree that such a reduction would have a negative
impact on the reintegration process and related reconciliation efforts.

Conclusion

The Great Lakes crisis has shown the limits of humanitarian action, particularly in
conflict situations. In the area of international refugee protection, the crucial
underpinnings of the system are broad respect for the rule of law and political
support. The increasing tendency for refugees to be caught in conflict situations
and essentially lawless environments, as in part of the Great Lakes region, has
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raised unforeseen challenges for refugee protection. Without due process within a
legal framework, the system cannot function properly. In situations where this is
lacking, strong political support (and perhaps military backing) to uphold the
system are necessary. Regretlably, this essential legal and political support has
often been absent in recent years. Until the refugee problem in the Great Lakes
region is finally resolved, such support by States will continue to be required.
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I am grateful for the opportumty to state my views on Rwanda before
this august house. 1 was the 'UN Secretary-General’s Special Representative
(SRSG) in Rwanda from 4th July, 1994 to 19th April, 1996. I, d:ctcfote witnessed
the aftermath of genocida but not the build up to it. My appointment as SRSG was
part of Pakistan's’ c-ommmnmn .J.b supporting UN Peace-Keoping Oponnom
throughout tha world.

2. l shall attemnpt to answer the todowing four cntical questions related to
thehumnuagedythawmakmdaﬁomApnld 1994;

i. Could the early wamings of genocide have been forescen aad if so
could the messacres have been preventod?

ii. As UNAMIR achievéd full strength scveral months (September 1994)
aftor the genocide was controlled by the RPF, was it able to fulfifl uts
mandats? Was it ahle to assist in a peace-building rale?

ifi. After the massive refugee exodus from Rwanda, could effective stops
bave been taken ‘to~prevent the Hutu cxtremists from convexrting
bumanitarian aid. into armameots, military training and "cross border
guerilla_ activity?' g:gmd the mass of refugees have been mduud to
retum and begin s pencess of reconciliation? .

tv. How best can justge be aamunstered by: a) the Intmmonni 'l‘rib\msl
‘and b) the oational.courts of}ulnce in Rwanda?

Conld Genocide have been prevented?

3. Mmmum@hﬁobmfommmdxfhaaﬂd

"thcmaumuhzvebmmwd‘? With the benefit of hindsight, the answers to

bommenqmmmwmwhmmcmmnw Sowh«ndxdthcwahgo

4, Acuutthcbwkdmpnfconmtamm ﬁ-qmtwolmnnd'

mounting nnwmuwummumm-mm«m us
Ammmp‘(’mm lmo.:w-’xwm was hoading for a-civil war: Th\h v:ul .

.
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civil war and the genocide . jook place at the same time blumrcd the duunclion
further, mbmoﬁmomwaﬁwmmcpmmpﬁmmum&mw
provided was the tyaditidnal one for civil wars, as in Somalia, Moumbiquor
Liberia. There was & ptoit Vi jmandate that called for a ceasc-fire, re

+and & retum to the Arushh’Al :Grds when the.immineuce of genocide demandod &
beavily armed, peace-enswring, cr VII prescuce to prevent civilien massacres.
After all, much later (July 19 moSeounty Council did approve a Cbapter:VIl

. presence f‘orli)pmaﬁon m)m,bythm ncu'lyamflhou peapla h;d:’gm.

'muncnd g4
5' " The fact thar g da took place is no longer in doubr. The
International Commhqwnai , the Special Rapparteur on Humao Rights and

the Secrotary Geaeral,’ himlqltm recognized that genocide was committed ip

‘Rwanda. The crucial point is Vdicther its planning was discernible. The RPF bas

condstmﬂy maintained - thal, between August 1993 aod Apnl 1994, it: had

_'WMWWWFWWMWM&W
" tn'Kigali thet. genocide was: plammed. Tho RPF loadership stated that howies of

Nanandﬂnmmdcnm ) hommked,putmhu»idmhﬁ»andmd

.- militia trained ' to ' start dnuﬁdm at the appointed hours. I

correspondense sent by SRS(, Booh-Booh and by Force Commander Dalhnn to
Headquarters and found uo,'xqfqencc {exoept one by Dallrs)wWhitsoever to the

. kind of messages that the'RPA - claimed they had conveyed to responsible
- officers of WNAMIR. In. ’umm reports and assessments, theve is. fraqucnt

-mention of ye-armgng, of n .confrontation, of high othnic teasion and of »
. .doscent - towards civil war bot/ao reforence to ‘s plagned and systcmtic kminc of
Y .\ha cwﬂunmpuhdm ST
6 . There can be; sxplanations for this y.p The ﬁnt is tluuho RPA

leadership did not convey, i3.imphatically as it now claims, the indication of ‘mass
killings ofinmmmtmvﬂ:mSﬁmdMumorUNAhﬂRoﬁumnddwlmnm

* either considered the messages:io. bs sxaggorated expuessions - of foar o, they.
. sdeliberatoly. ' played down . fhe: sccusations agmnst the goverament of ‘the tims,

proferring to project a pictars. Of an even-banded descent towards civil war bt not

, ofMMganocid-.Aw,mphm is that the concept of genocide is 5o, alien

ﬁgmhgmmmmwmw:,ht its signs were:
' dors, senior UN representatives, or membargof the
ptuenb- -nﬁdomfotnmvﬂwu

o human, Sxperience
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. the UN is able to project: a cohesive, unified political ssseswnsnt of
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closed down during the genocide the flow of accwate information to the Sccurity
Council was slmost exclusively dcpendent on media reports, By coincidence,
Rwanda was 8 member of the Secwity Council at the tmo and the RGF
rcpresentative was able to influence Secutity Council with the only source of
‘authentic information’ Gom the fleld. In short, an accurate picture of impending
genocide in Rwanda was not assessed at UNHQ and by the Security Council mainly
because political developments were not sccurately evalusted from the ficld. .

Question 2.

8 The United Nations was represented in Rwanda in three distinct
phases. First, as a watch-dog sosuring the implementation of the Asusha Agreemeant.
Next, when Arusha broke down, as peace-keepers preventing violence and civil
war; and third, when civil war ectually broke out, as a force aiming to protect the
civilian population. In none of these phases was UNAMIR given the persomnel,
equipment, logistics and budget to fulfill the mandate prescribed for it by the
Security Council. Nor was its-mandate adequataly geared to meet a fast changing
situation. For example, in May 1994, UNAMIR was sanctioned s force of 3500 but,
three months later, only 20% of this foroe was available. It taok a further three
months for all the promised. equipment to teach Rwanda. In contraat, the singls
country operation under UN: cover (France's Operation Turquoise) was fully
deployed in a matter of three days. - : : '
9 _ Two lossona ‘Sow- from . this experience. First, in a critical scetiario,

lv:tchumemereinawdtortbos.curityCo\mciltohnwnMdcrmddccpa
information base svailable to.them. . Political assesameuts by military experts,

. academics, medin. representatives operating in the field, NGOs and Agency

representatives should be available to the Security Council, In. addition, sateilite
information that could, for instance, pi intlugamommtoftompowof
people secking refuge in chuiches and stadia should also be available to the UN.
Fwy.wmnm'mm.mmmpommw!!m should be
trainad to essess political like a well trained foreign pervice, so-that
' dnvatcpmeat;'
anﬁnmcuumdqpmhwmh-mumgdmw s
political presence in a theates: of oparations, consists of individuals, albeit of
ingui diplomatic backgiounds, who are not part of & trained, unified cadre.

" Given their differing backgrounds and training, they do not mesh into & cobesive
- unit. . = -
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task of post conflict peaerbyil
_evabling cliyas in.: IR
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_10. mmwmm-mmwmmmm
indicatod poambility of genocide, pre-emptive action may have beca possible with &

1L Second, s stanby, trained pesce-keeping foroe with. appiopriate .
. equipment, logistios and Budgstary back-up - the fire sngine - thould be roady for

assombly and rapid movement into & crisis zone. Obviously, the expenditure of

12 . Another glaring. siomaly that needs to be addressed is-the role of
: keeping in a post ¢ivil war situstion. This twilight 00¢ sppoars betwoes the
end of a .ciwl war ang e potof. when UN Specialised Agencios -and: donos
13. ' .lﬁkwin.da. INAMIR Mlmwawmmuﬁw
peacs-keopers already deployed ‘hioughout Rwanda to ‘protect civilians ar risk’

-but, agoaizingly, not to help. the poople of Rwanda revive their shattered country.

UNAMIR hsd engineers, to. repair. the -water and power. coansettions, ‘it bhad
communications technicians to-yépair telephone and tejegraph lines, it had doctors

‘mndnurses (o treat and imuynisy she sick and injured, it had the equiptrient to'seouse

areas, it had carrum-. s.and electricians to revive dsstroyed bouses and
office buildings, it had vehicles:to balp sanitation and municipal services, #t: could
Topair roads a5d bridges, it qould carry medicines; fopd and agricultural taols o help
People start. carning their Wveliiood again; it had the ngineering and construction
capability to enlarge existing-giisons and to convert godowns snd bus depots inte
tomporary deteation cantres, #.5ould help build new barracks, it had graders and
levellers that could prepare thesppund for retuming refugess, - S
14. . With the best.will iri the world, these tasks could ot have been ¢arried
out by any ef the NGOs or:UN:Specintized agencies for at least xix manths sficr.the
conflict. And yet UNAMlIi didnot have the mandate to perform this dsmage repair
role, Bvan mors frustrating s inoongs &uxmu&fmﬁ&mw
could not be a pesse-huilding role as was the exclusive dowmain.
coule given a pesee-building ke v R by

the umaritarian‘agencies: ., 1i-das maintained that pesce
assessed contributions coulddeased to fund on such projects. While. sing!
primary function of peace-keeping, UNAMIR couvld have been given the additiopal .

.

uiliding by the. Sourity Council adopting the.following

]
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“In order to sacovrage national reconciliation and the voluntary rotum
of refugeces, UNAMIR would assist, whare possible, in the repair and
rehabilitation of Rwanda's infrastructwre in addition to its peace

keeping responaibilities’.

15. Morcover, donor countrics who were at the timo spending USS 2
raillivn a day in the refugee camps and USS 15 million a week in maintaining
UNAMIR peace keepers in Rwanda, should have been persuaded to. divert
spproximately US$ 20 million towards UNSG's Trust Fund for Rwands which
would have actcd as the essential fuel for the peace-building effort in the twilight

wone.

Oucstion 3, .

Militaxisation of Refugee Camps and Return of Refugees,

16. " Another lesson Icamnt refers to the rofugees and efforts to induce their
exxly, voluntary retum. This was a critical element of the broader issus of ngtional
reconciliation. Without a- significant return of sefugees, the prucess of natiopal
reconcilistion would not take-off. The headlong, cascading of humanitarian aid
compared to the relatively scant.funding for the swrvivors of genocide was swely
avoidable. It inhibited refuges return as wost people in the refuges camps wore
better off than the survivors in a-totally shettered state. The humaocitarian agencies
were clearly reacting to gruesome telovision images snd the mass of humanity which
had flowed into Ngara, Bukavz and Goroa mare out of fear than actusl persecution,
shephcrded across the bordears by the very leadership, militia and interabamwe that
had spearheaded the gepocide and who now took control of the camps ‘and
implemented their murderous intimidation of potential retumnces. While it is
understandable that in the heat of the crisis, the hunanitanan sgencies werc
obliged to respond to a dissstar situation, appropriate political guidance would not
only have ensured an equitable distribution of humanitarian assistance between the
syropathizers of genocide and the aggricved, but it would also have led to comrective
measures against this aid being converted for military purposes. ‘ .

17. mrumm.faaﬂowhsmmeﬁmdmthoboﬁmm
become hotbeds of guernlla activity, of military training and arsenals for sabotage
which eventually led to the appaimtment of an Internstional Commission of Inquiry
(TCI) must lie with the intermatiohal comumunity.

14, Morcover, there wers clear signs that it was intinzidation rathet than the
return. mmm-mﬁ;,mm.mmmmww
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and with reasonable security.in their communes as a result of Operation Retour,
Also, when in August 1995, Zaire forced the retumn of 15000 refugees, it
was cleasr that thoy were content to retumn home and were, in fact, settled with
remarkable efficiency by the Rwandan government, assistsd by UNAMIR and the
UN Agencies. A question arises about mass retribution measures by the RPF, afier &
pumber of accusations and reported incidents. There can be litte doubt that
, individual cases of revenge killings and sometirves by RPF armed forces against
entire communes have take place. These ware not, however, commissioned from the
top leadorship as acts of policy but were mainly perpetrated by individuals who lost
control and discipline. .

19.: The Rwanda government maintains that recoucilistion cannot be
achisved without justice. They criticise.the Internstional Tribunal for its expense, its
delays and its inability to amrest the main perpetrators of genocids. Abo\nzstv

‘ criminals awair trials in Arusha. For its part the international community expresses

its horrot at the horrendous. eonditions in which 120,000 suspested criminals have
been herded - shouldes to shouldor « into small prisons for almost four years.
.Recently, same public exegutions of thoae found guilty took place. :

20. As regurds the delays and expense of an international criminal tribunal,
these are to some extont inherant in ‘the situation. Possible iniprovement could be
achieved by the formation of 4 Permanent International Crimina) Tribunal which
would have jurisdiction over :cvents such as recently witnessed in Bosnia and
Rwands. Smghutrib\mal,wudduwonﬁnmmdmldmmodwbqlutnp
for each ovent.. : L

at. " 'As regards conditions in Rwandan prisons and iotemnal justice, the
Rwanda n Govemnment has siready categorized the degrees of culpability for the

wmndMnnm, MJMWMthM?
_ ptocess of internal justice.be 8 reasonable and humans track.
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Senator Alain Destexhe
President of the International Crisls Group

House Committee on intermnational Relations
Subcommittes on Intemational Operations and Human Rights

House of Represantatives of The United States
“Rwanda: the 1994 Genocide and the Continuing Cycle of Violence”

May 5, 1988

Mla!arbhalnmn.
Ladies and Gentleman.

Thank you for this opportunity to present my views on the Rwandan genocide.

My name is Alain Destexhe. | am currently a Senator in the Belglan Pariament as
well as President of the Intemational Crisis Group.,

Dunng the 1894 genocide in Rwanda, | was the Secretary General of Médecins sans
Frontiéres (Doctors without Borders). In this capacity, | visited Rwanda just before
and just after the genocide. in 1995, | became a Member of Parliament and was the
Inftiator of the Belgian Senate Committee of Inquiry on the 1984 Rwandan genocide

which released its final report in December last year.

Today | would like to sum up the main findings of this Committee as well as aome of
my own research. My main objective hete is to try to convince you that a similar
invastigation to the one that we have conducted in Belgium, and the one currently
taking place in France, is necessary both in the United States and in the Secretariat

of the United Nations (UN).

Our Committee of Inquiry met for a total of 648 hours in 1887, out of which 339
where heanng 95 witnesses, in particular Belgian Ministers, Diplomats and members
of the Military. The Committee was aiso aliowed to consult all documents concerning
the end of 1993 and the beginning of 1994 In the Foreign Affairs and Defence
Ministries including all correspondence between Kigali and Brussels.

Two main questions were addressed by the Commitee:

+ Before the genocide, were the Belgian authorities and others aware of the fact
that it was under preparation?

« After the genocide started on 7 April, 1984, why did the UN decide to withdraw
aimost all its forces from Rwanda?

Conceming the period before the genocide, our Committee concluded that:

o e,
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*...at the latest In mid-January 1004, the Beigian authorities had a series of relevant
information regarding, if not the preparation of genocide, at least the existence of the
preparation of large scale massacres (...) On the other hand, severs! actors (UN,
other states...) that had the same type of information did not give it the necessary

importance...." (page 506)

Although, the Committee decided not to be more specific about the “cther States”.
this is clearly a reference to France and the United States.

We based that conclusion an various avidence, in particular several documents
found in the files of the Beigian Ministries of Defence and Foreign Affairs.

Among others, we found 19 documents in which there is mention of either a
Machiaveliian plan of de-stabllisation or massacres likely to occur. In two of these
documents explicit mention is made of the posslibility of s genocide, in two others
similar suggestions are made.

‘There is no reason (o believe that similar information waa not st the disposal of the
American and French Ambassadors and the UN Representatives in Kigali.

Wae also discovered a telex from the then Baiglan Minister of Foreign Affairs, dated
25 February 1884, mentioning the possibility of a genocide.

And last but not ieast, there is a cable sent on 11 January 1994, aimoat 3 months
before the genocide, by General Dallaire, the Commander of the UN forces in
Rwanda (UNAMIR), to the UN Headquarters in New York, based on information
provided to him by a key informer. This cable revealed a fairly detailed plan
explaining how the genocide was organised in Kigali. The cable, which you will find
attached to this speech, mentions that “....the principal aim of interhamwe (the militia
of tha President's party) in the past was to pratect Kigali from the Rwandan Patriotic
Front (RPF). General Dallaire’s informer noted that a campaign was under way by
Interhamwe to register all Tutsi in Kigali, the informer says he suspecied that this
was for their extermination. The informer also quotes that in twenty minutea his

personnel could kill up to 1000 Tutsi...”

This cable is crucial and its importance cannot be underestimated. How many times
since 1945, did the UN in New York receive a fax from its Force Commander in &
country waming of the likely possibility of an exterminstion?

In the cable, General Dallaire announced his intention to take action within 48 hours
and requested protection for his informer. UN Headquarters answered that the
action he was planning to take was not autholised because it was not within the
UNAMIR mandate. Dallaire was instructed to contact the three Ambassadors from
Belgium, France and the United States in Kigail and ask them to intervene agsinst
President Habyarimana of Rwandas. He was also instructed to request from these
countries protection and asylum for his informer. At that time, Boutros Boutros Ghali
was Secretary General of the UN and Kofi Annan was the Director of the Department

of Peace Keeping Operations (DPKO).
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The information pravided by the informer was shared with the American, French and
Beigian Ambassadors in Kigall. According to Booh Booh, the special representive of
Boutros Ghali in Rwanda "They expressed serious concern and indicated that they
would consult with their caspitals and would act accordingly”. On 14 January 1984, all
three Ambassadors met President Habyarimana and expressed their concem that
the Arusha Peace Agreemants (which were supposed to bring a peaceful transition
in Rwanda) were being violated by his political party and his supporters.

Apart from this, very littie was done to stop the perpetrsiors of the genocide. In fact,
this meeting with the President couid even have had damaging consequences by
alerting Habyarimana and his supporters, who were at that moment busy organising
the genocide, of the fact that the UN, Belgium, Franoe and the United States were

aware of the genccide plans.

On 2 February 1894, Booh Booh, wrote to Kofi Annan saying: "Each day of delay in
authorising a deterrent arma recovery operation will result in an ever deteriorating
security situation and may, if the arms continue to be distributed, result in an inability

of UNAMIR to carry out its mandate in all aspects”.

There are several other pieces of evidence but many questions remain that shoukd
be addressed conceming the role of the United Status and the United Nations,

among others:

Protection and asylum was not given to the informer and after a while the contact
were lost. Why?

It seems that the UN Security Council was not informed of the gravity of the
situation by the UN Secretary General. Why ? And why did the Secretariat of the
UN not authorise General Dalisire 1o go ahead with the mission of arms recovety

he proposed to carry out ?

* The 1648 UN Convention on Genocide puts s legai obligation on all signatory
nations to teke all possibie steps to prevent t Wasn't il the role of the Secretary
General to do everything in his power, both on judicial and moral grounds to
prevent the slaughter of close to a million people in Rwanda? and finally,

Even if soma key member states of the UN were reluctant to act, was it not the
Secretary General's role to wam the Security Council or even to go public and
speak of the genocide about to be committed in Rwanda ?

| strongly believe that if General Dallaire’s cable had been published on the front
page of The New York Times or The Washington Post, the genockie couid have

been avolded.

| should mention that both Boutros Boutros Ghali and Kofi Annan refused to testily
before our Committee, the latter claiming immunity for all UN staff.
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Once the genocide began, the Security Council decided to withdraw all but 270
soldiers from Rwanda. This decision remains very difficuit to understand, particularly
in light of information which was avaliable to the Beigian, French and US
govemments months before the genockie.

In light of all these questions and concems, | am calling for a full investigation on the
role of the UN and the United States, before and during the Genocide.

We should remember that up to one miilion people were killed in less than three
months in Rwanda in 1094. We should also recall that the Rwandan genocide Is only
the third or fourth unquestionable genocide in the 20th Century. The word genocide
is very often misquoted and misused. it is often forgottan that what defines a
genocide is the systematic extermination of mothers and chilkdren in order to avoid
the perpetuation of a group defined on ethnic or religious grounds. In 1994, leading
members of the Hutu community in Rwanda (but not their partners and chiidren)
were killed for being poliitical opponents to the regime of President Habyarimana.
The Tutsi, in contrast were systematically wiped out.

| have been working for aver 4 years on the Rwanda genocide. The culprits of thess
crimes are the supporters of President Habysrimana, who are believers of a so
called “Hutu Power’, an ideclogy which some historians compare with the ideology of
the Third Reich in Germany. But there is also a shared responaibiiity of Beigium,
France. the United States and the United Nations for not doing more - indeed not
doing anything - to prevent or stop the genocide. The lesson of the extermination of
the Jewish people has still not been learned. The genocide of the Tutsi in Rwanda
took place in a country where 2,600 UN blue heimets were deployed and supposed
to maintain peace and protect human lives. Thay could have avoided the killings,

both before and dunng the genocide.
A crime of that nature and of thot scale daserves full investigation.

The role of Beigium in this tragedy has been fully examined by the Belgian Senate

Committea. That of Franoe is currently being investigated in the French Parliament.
The victims, but also humanity st large deserve to know the full truth concerming the
two others majors intemational players: the United States and tha United Nations.

To conclude, | would like to first note that | fully welcome the Initiatives of the Clinton
Administration to prevent further genocide and bring justice to the Great Lakes
region, and would siso like 10 mske some recommendations for the future.

o The past should be taken in account. Peace and reconciliation cannot be bullt if
the lessons of the past are not isamed. The 1004 genoocide remains a central
issue and a benchmark to understand the situation in the Great Lakes region.
Perhaps an initistive to do something similar to the Cambodia Genocide Progrem

is nocessary for Rwanda, '

o Justice is crucial. No Reconcliiation is possible in Rwands as long as justice is not
dane and aiso seen to be done by survivors and the larger population. Justice is

-
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* siso necessary to break the cycie of viclence and impunity which continues to fue!
conflict in Central Africs.

¢ There is no political aternative to the present Rwanda govemnment. its legitimacy
still comes from the fact that R defeated a criminal regime that organised a
genacide. Foreign aid, which is still far from the levels whioh were given to the

Hsbyarimana regime, needs to be boosted,

¢ The miitary threat at the border between Rwands and The Democratic Republic
of Congo should be seriously addressed. For the Tutsi, survival is at stake. | think
it is very diffioult to ask the Rwandsn govemmaent to be really serious about
human rights as long as they face destabllisation from abroad by the same peopie
who carried out the genocide in 1994 and whose dream is openly “to finish the

job®.
My book "Rwanda and Genooide in the 20th Century” written in 1994 as well as the
1697 report of the Beigian Senate Commitiee are at your disposal.

Thank you very much for your attention.

Alain Destexhe

49-306 98-5
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“Rwanda: Genocide and the Continuing Cycle of Violence”
Testimony of Alison Des Forges, Human Rights Watch
before the Subcommittee on International Operations and Human Rights
Tuesday, May §, 1998

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this important heaning and for inviting me to
testify. My name 13 Alison Des Forges, consultant to the Afinca division of Human Rights
Watch and the organization’s specialist on Rwanda and Burundi.

The U.S. government has acknowledged that it was wrong in trying to ignore the
Rwandan genocide. Now that President Clinton and Secretary of State Albright have admitted
this serious error in policy, it is important examine in detail how it happened and how similar
ervors might be avoided in the future, Such an examination is all the more pressing given the
continuing violence 1n the region. Hence the importance of this hearing this moming.

The lesson from the tragedy is indisputable: we must heed the wamings of a genocide in
preparstion and, should efTorts to avert violence fail, we must intervene early to halt the
slaughter. While always stressing this fundamental lesson, we must also have the wisdom and
imagination to go beyond the obvious, It is unlikely that we will soon be presented again with
conditions exactly like those of Rwanda in 1994. It would be both irresponsible and
counterproductive 10 assume that we need not act until and unless s situation of similsr horror
presents itself. We must realize that not just genocide but any large-scale ethnic strife will
impose incakulable suffering on the local people as well as unacceptable political and financial
costs on the intemnational community.

POLICY ERRORS BEFORE THE GENOCIDE

Tolerating Discrimination
In the decade before the genocide, the U.S. and other major donors supported the

government of General Juvenal Habyanmana because it offered stability and spparently
salisfactory progress in economic development. Eager (or s model of success, the donors ignored
the Rwandan practice of officially identifying persons by ethnic group and the systematic
discrimination sgainst the minority Tulsi in education and employment opportunities. In 1991
consultants recommended to U.S. AID that removing ethnic classification from identity cards be
made & condition for continued economic assistance, but the advice was ignored. Rwandan
authorities were permitted to believe that isolation of and discrimination against Tutsi was

ey Direcier, MY

Cyridwa Beowny

mm acceptable to the international community.

Finence & Adminisivation

Bopreli Weak Response io Ethnicolly-Based Killing

Asoctase Owacter {n the years preceding the genocide, the U.S. failed (o take a firm, consistent stand
T T agsinst official Rwandan use of violence for political ends even though human rights

Lose “'5:“ b organizations and the U.S. Specisl Rapportcur on Arbitrary and Summary Executions

Josans Worchier documented government-directed massacres agaiist Tutsi beginning in 1990. The U.S. also
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failed to act in neighbonng Burund) in late 1993 when Hutu political and administrative leaders incited
the slaughier of thousands of Tutsi and Tutsi soldiers killed thousands of Hutu civilians. Nor did the U.S.
insist on accountability for organizers of these killings, whether military or civilian officials. In view of
the inefTective response from the U.S. and other donor nations, organizers of the Rwandan genocide felt
encoursged 1o belicve that even larger scale slaughter of civilians would be tolerated.

False Economiss
The U.S.. along with other donors, invested considerable effort in bnnging sbout the Arushs

Accords that ended the war between the Rwandan government snd the Rwandan Patnotic Front. But the
U.S. then led eforts to cut the costs of the U.N. pescekeeping operstion that was necessary (0 oversee
implementation of the Accords. Haunted by the ghosts of Somalia, the U.S. wanted s successtul
peacekeeping operstion, but faced with paying a substantial part of the cost of such an operation, it
refused the means needed to ensure such a success. When U.N. military experts proposed a force of
8,000 or, at the very least, 5,000 troops, the U.S. suggested S00. In the end, some 2800 troops were sent.
Because the force was of such minimal size, its mandate was also limited, Instead of a force to protect
civilians throughout the country 1n the period of transition to 8 new government, the peacekeepers were
tasked only with exercising a general supervision over secunty in the capital,

Ignering the Warnings
For six months before the genocide, the radio and newspapers in Rwanda incited Hutu to

violence against Tutsi and predicted the impending cataclysm. Radio RTLM, known to be financed and
supported by high government officials, called for the assassination of the prime minister and other
political leaders known for their moderstion. Through songs, jokes ana editorials, the radio sowed fear
and hatred of Tutsi, promoting the idea that Hutu would be justificd in taking up arms against their
neighbors in 8 campaign of so-called “self-defense.” The anti-Tuts political party, the Coslition for the
Defense of the Republic, issued a press release in late November 1993 in which it called on the “majority
population,” meaning the Hutu, to be “resdy to neutrslize by all means its encmies and their
sccomplices.”

Representatives of foreign embassies knew, and presumably communicated to their home
govemnments, that weapons were being distributed o civilians. The Bishop of Nyundo, & diocese in
northwestern Rwands, issucd a press release in late December asking the Rwandan government o
explain why firearms were being handed out to certain civilians. Embassy personnel also knew also that
militia were being recruited and trained by regular military instructors in 8 number of locations.

In early December 1993, five months before the genocide began, seversl leading officers of the
Rwandan army wrote (o Geners] Romeo Dallaire, commander of the U.N. pescekeeping operation,
telling him that massacres “are being prepared and are supposed (o spread throughout the country,
beginning with the regions that have a grest concentration of Tutsi.”

A month later, General Dallaire informed both his superiors in New York and the ambassadors
of the U.S,, France and Belgium that he had received details of preparations for systematically
¢liminating Tutsi from Rwanda. He reported that groups of militia were ready to attack throughout the
capital and to kill up to 1,000 Tutsi in twenty minutes. He requested permission to confiscate stocks of
srms and he asked for protection for his informant. He was refused both requests. The U.N. peace-
keeping office in New York, fearing “serious political repercussions” of sny such firm action, told
Dallaire that his mandate did not permit him to confiscate the arms; he had the authority to enforce the
existence of & wespons-free ares, but not 1o create 8 weapons-free ares. The U.N. would not grant



¥

¥

%
b5
:

2

¥
N .

i T

130

protection for Dallaire’s informant but instead directed hom to seck such help from one of the three
important embassies in Rwanda, that of the U.S | of Belgium, or of France. When Dallaire approached
these ambassadors, all three refused to offer protection to the informant, thus making it highly unhikely
that he would furnish any further information. At the direction of lus New York office, Dalisire asked

- these three smbassadors also to raise the preparations for mass killing directly with President

Habyarimana. Alter discussion among themselves, the ambassadors decided not 10 do so, spparently at
the request of the French smbassador.

Some U.S. analysts were sufficiently concerned about the movement towards renewed violence
to request a CIA study of the question. The study, produced at the end of January 1993, concluded that if
conflict were to begin agan in Rwanda, up to one half million lives would be lost, A source in the
intelligence commumity told us that this analyst's work was usually highly regarded by others, but that in

this case, his superiors did not take the assessment senously.

Genersl Dallaire appealed without success for a stronger mandate in late January. In early
February he cabled New York that the success of the entire peacekeeping operstion would be jeopardized
by continued delay in confiscating the arms being stockpiled by the militis. He predicted “more frequent
and more violent demonsirations, more grenade and armed attacks on ethnic and political groups, more
assassinations and quite possibly outnght attacks” on the U.N. peacekeepers.

In February, Belgian authonties also became increasingly concerned about the threats of
violence, both in general against Rwandans and, more specifically, against Belgian troops which were
serving in the peacekeeping force. They tried to move the U.N. 1o & firmer interpretation of the mandate,
but could not prevail against opposition led by the U.S. and the U.K. These governments refused to
support any measure which might increase the cost of the operation. Duning this month also, the
assassinations of two leading politiciaus, attempls aganst others, and the killing of dozens of people in

the capital underscored the hkelihood of immediate and serious violence.

During this period, the Rwandan govemment sought to teceive several plancloads of arms, in
violation of the Arusha Accords. Although the U.N. was able to block such major deliveries, weapons
were still circulating 1 the area. In mid-March, the Belgian Minister of Defense Leo Deleroix found
Kigali “awash with weapons" and proposed that the peacekeeping mandate be strengthened. Again

nothing was done.

Belgian intelhgence sources reported regularly to Belgium and to the U.N. about secret meetings
to plan the massacres, information that was presumably passed on (o the U.S. Between January and
March, Dallaire $1x times requested mote troops and a stronger mandate from the U.N. and warned that
the peacekeeping operstion would fail unless it had the means for taking tougher action against

extremists.

When the mandate of the peacekeeping operation was being considered for renewal just before
the genocide was launched, the Secretary-Genersl reported to the Security Council on the preparstions
for genocide, including the distnbution of arms and the treining of mulitia, the assassinations and violent
demonstrations. But he chose to stress the problems of banditry rather than those of politically motivated
crimes. Instead of backing the request of the top commanders of the peacekeeping force for more troops
and heavy guns, he proposed adding fosty-five policemen, 8 measure that would mean only & minimal
increase 1n the cost of the operation. Hardly an appropriate response to the threats recorded, this measure
did fall within the financis! parameters set by the U.S. and the UK.

]
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THE GENOCIDE

The genocide was sparked by the shooting down of the plane carrying President Juvensl
Habysrimans of Rwands and his counierpart from Burundi. Responsibility for this crime remains unclesr
and largely uninvestigated. A scholar in Belgium has published the serisl numbers of the lsunchers used
to fire the missiles that supposedly struck the plane and has claimed that missiles besring those numbers
were in the stock of booty taken by France afier the Gulf War. French officials have rejected all
responsibility and have asserted that the missiles were given by the U.8. to Uganda, which passed them
1o Rwands. U .S. officials have denicd this claim, but have contnbuted little information to help attribuse
responsibility for the crime. Should the U.S. possess indicstions that missiles with the published numbers
were once in French hands, it would do well to maks that information public.

Regardiess of who was responsible for the assassinstion of the Rwandan president, his desth
only served as pretext for launching & killing campeign that hed been planned for some time,

© The organizers of the genocide were at the start only 8 small circle of military and politica)
leaders, but they had st their command the three most important elite military units in Kigali, including
the Presidentia) Guard, as well as severs] thousand militia members. Even with this advantage, it was not
clear that they would succeed in mobilizing hundreds of thousands of Rwandans (o kill their fellow
citizens. The propaganda barrsge of the previous months had prepered s large scgment of the populstion
10 distrust and even hate Tutsi snd moderate Hutu, but it would require considersble orgsnizstional
resources (0 move them from these sentiments to sctually taking up their weapona to kill people.

Moderate military officers at first opposed efTorts by the extremists 10 take power and sought
support from the international community. Several lesding officers contacted U.S., Belgian snd French
represeniatives, cither in Kigali or in foreign capitals, seeking backing against the forces of genocide, but
got none. Lacking any clear foreign assistance, they fatled to organize any coherent movement of
opposition. When extremists saw the moderates dithering, they pushed their sdvantage and removed
them from key posts where, with time, they might have been able to organize sn effective resistance to

the killing campaign.

Once in effective control of much of the military apparstus, the organizers of the genocide used
soldiers, members of the national police forces, members of the military reserves, and retired soldiers to
initiate and supervise genocidal massacres throughout the country. In every major massacre investigated
by Human Rights Watch, some members of the regular military sparked and directed the killings carvied
out by civilians. In one community afier another, we found evidence that members of the armed forces

had incited and indeed ordered civilians to participete in the killing campsign.

The organizers also appropristed the dense and effective sdministrative system and tumed its
personnel and practices to the purposes of exterminating Tutsi. A small country, Rwanda had 8 highly
centralized sdministration that functioned efficiently down to the level of the neighborhood. Under
pressure from superiors and from the military, even sdministrators who were not personally hostile to
Tutst carried out the many separate tasks that together made up the genocide: driving Tutsi from their
homes and assembling them at places of slaughter, mobilizing masses of assailants, communicating
instructions, chainng meetings, providing transportation and materisls, srranging for the disposal of
corpses, and directing the division of looted property and confiscated land.

The organizers won support quickly from regions where parties loyal to President Habysnimana
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were strongest, but in the center and south, they encountered resistance from the local sdministration. On
the weekend of Apnl 16 to 17, the organizers decided to push the genocide into these arcas. Al that time,
they made changes in both high-ranking military posts and in local sdministration, removing those who
had opposed the siaughter and naming others whom they expecied 10 implement the killing campaign
n.ore effectively. Two govemors (préfets) who resisted the genocide were removed and killed, Severs!
lower level officials were also slain. Faced with the cleas theeat that their own lives might be the price of
continued opposition, other administrators gave in, some becoming enthusiastic proponents of
exterminating Tutsi, others complying reluctantly with efforts 10 wips out the minonity,

Once the organizers had control over the military and administrative systems, they had the means
to compel participation of the population at lsrge. They called on the people 10 join in the killing. They
offered as incentives the opportunity to pillage the goods of victims and, even more important in this
country of land-starved farmers, the chance 10 obtain the lands of those slain. For all those decent people
who would not be moved by greed, the organizers used fear to push them to action, fear not just of the
Tutsi as generaied by the months of propaganda, but fear of their own military and civilian suthorities
who threatened them with retnbution should they fail w join in the attacks.

U.S. AND INTERNATIONAL REACTION TO THE GENOCIDE

The Evacuation Force
According to one U.S, official, the first days of the genocide were s time of “total confusion,”

when policymakers “didn't know who was shooting st whom."* Yet even press reports, poor as they were
genenally, stated on Apnil 11 that thousands of civilians had sought refuge in U.N. posts because they
were “temified by the ruthless campaign of ethnic cleansing and terror™ and that casualtics were "quite
heavy and pnmanly cthaic in nature.”! On that same date, the International Red Cross estimated some
20,000 dead in four days of terror, about half of them in areas remote from any battle zone. This
evidence certainly accorded with all the waming signals of the weeks and months belore. Had
policymakers previously failed to grasp the meaning of the virulent propaganda, the training of the
militia, the distnbution of arms, and the information from confidential sources, surely they must have

understood what was happening by April 8.

France, Belgium and ltaly rushed troops to Rwands 10 rescue foreign nationals and a few
hundred fortunate Rwandans linked to them in various ways, while several hundred U.S, marines stood
by twenty minules away by air from the capital of Rwands. Had these troops joined with the U.N.
peacekecpers, they could have quelled the violence in Kigali. Beceuse the campaign was 30 highly
centralized, stopping the slaughter in the capital would have led 1o & quick halt in killings elsewhere. The
commander of the Belgian contingent of the peacekeeping force wrote later:

The responsible attitude would have been (0 join the efforts of the Belgian, French and
1talian troops. . . with those of UNAMIR and 10 have restored order in the country. There
were enough troops 10 do it or at least 10 have tried. When people rightly point the finger
al certain persons presumed responsible for the genocide, | wonder, after all, if there is

“Thomes W Lipman, “U'S Troop Widwirewsl Bride frusarsung Mineion 0 Sevw Reraniden Livs,® "Be Pashingses Aosr, Ovesber §, 1994

P Lowis “U N Forces Shetiey Thowtands i Rounds.” Xaw Yark P, Aprd L1, 1994
]
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oot another category of those responsible because of...their faslure to act*

During that firet weekend of the genocide, the Rwandan Patriotic Front offered to undertake s
joint operation with U.N. peacekeeping troops and those troops of the Rwandan srmy opposed o the
genocide, but the effort came to nothing. Although Dellaire calied for a revision of the mandate and an
increase 1 his troops, there was no support in New York for decisive action against the genocide. After
ten Belgian peacekeepers were killed in the early hours of the genocide, Dellaire was ordered to do
everything possible to minimize the nsk to his troops. As the pescekeepers were regrouped from their
outlying posts (o more secure locations, they abandoned Rwandans who had sought protection under the
U.N. flag. In the worst such case, that of the Kicukiro technical school, some one undred, fully armed
Belgian soldiers drove out of the school, leaving behind two thousand unarmed persans. OQutside the
compound were the military and militis who had been waiting for days for the chance to attack. As the
Belgians drove out one gate, the killers siormed in the other. Most of thoss who had trusted in the
protection of the U.N. troops were slain. At s peychistric hospital near the capital, troops of the
svacuation force arrived to escort foreigners to safety, ignoring the pless for help of Rwandans on their
knees before them,

Easy though it is for us to condemn such behavior, we must remember that it was our
governments that pessed the orders to these oops (o withdraw and Jeave the Rwandans behind.

The Withdrawal of the U.N. Peacekecpers

After Rwandan soldiers killed the Belgian pescekeepers, the Belgian government decided to
withdraw its forces from the operstion. To cover its embarrassinent st this ignoble deperture, Belgian
officisls worked hard 10 persuade members of the Security Council that the entire force should be
withdrawn. The U.S., ready to oblige s friendly government, at first agreed. As of the close of business
Apnil 1S in New York, the U.S. was supporting s policy of total withdrawal of the peacekecpers in
confidentisl Security Council meetings. Rwanda, by happenstance, held a seat on the council at the time
and its representative no doubt was keeping the Rwandan government apprised of these discussions. The
next moming, the Rwandan Council of Ministers decided (o push ahesd with the genocids in the
southern part of the country, confident that there would be no significent international opposition to the

killing campaign.

The U.S. ultimately reconsidered its position snd decided to support meintaining o token force in
the country, & position that was adopted by the Security Council. Though hampered by lack of equipment
and by restrictive orders from New York, this small force did prosect some 20,000 Rwandens during the
course of the genocide.

Genocids and Wer
Throughout the tragedy, U.S. policymakers, like those of other countries, failed to distinguish the

genocide from the war between the Rwandan government and the Rwandsn Patriotic Front. Rather than
desling with the genocide ss 8 heinous crime demanding prompt action, they treated it as an unfortunate
aspect of & war that could best be settled by the usual methods of diplomacy. They concentrated
primarily on getting a cease-fire in the renewed combat. They placed more importance on retsining
political “neutrality™ that might be useful in negotiating between the parties than on the moral and legal

duty to halt the genocide.

Cobonst Luc Murchel, “Nappon rrisnd sus Ops & dvecwouen dis expawide (90 19 owr 4) s RWANDA" 03 somt 1904, p 13
L]
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Using the Appropriate Term
Giving pnimacy to the seitling the war would have been more difficult had there been an

scknowledgment that the slaughter of Tutst constituted s genocide. Using the appropiate term for the
extermination campaign would also have entailed dealing with the moral and legal obligations incumbent
on the U.S. and other governments which had signed the convention against genocide. For these reasons,
U.S. officials were directed not to use the term, a8 position widely ndiculed afier it was revealed in the

press ir. carly June.

The U.S. reluctance 10 use the appropriate term was murrored by & similar hesitation at the
Security Council, where member states also attempted 10 carry on with diplomacy as ususl. In an April
29 resolution, the council in effect recognized the killings as genocide but never used the term itself, no
doubt at the insistence of the U.S., and perhaps, other members also.

When the Secunity Council accorded a hearing to a delegation sent specially by the genocidal
government to explain its position, the majonty of its members failed to confront them with the crimes
being carried out by their government. Throughout the genocide, the representative of the government
responstble for genocide continued 1o sit on the council and even to vole on issucs conceming Rwanda.
No other member contested the nght of representatives of a genocidal regime (o 51t at the table of &
council supposedly devoted to the maintenance of peace.

The Second Peacekeceping Force
The Secunty Council, apparently concerned about the destabilizing effect in the region of the

massive outfllow of refugees alter the end of April, decided 1o send a second peacekeeping force (o
Rwanda. Armed with a stronger mandate and more troops, the second operation was ineant to protect
Rwandan civilisns and to assure them humamitarian aid. At first, the U.S. delayed implementstion of the
decision as it sought guarsntees that the operation would conform to Presidential Decision Directive 28,
(PDD 28), the just established policy concerning U.S. support for peacekeeping forces. After lengthy
discussions resulted in cleaning the plans for the operation, the U.N. expenienced much difficulty in
getting nations to contribute troops and then in getting other nations to contribute the equipment and
supplies needed for the troops. The U.S. required seven weeks to negotiate 8 contract for delivering
armored personnel carriers--8 period noeded (o arrange the desired terms “for maintenance and spare
parts™--but other nstions also contnbuted little, if anything, or contributed it slowly. The UK., for
example, csme up with only fifty trucks.

Such delays were not unusual for mustering U.N. operations. What was unusual was the context.
The resolution suthorizing the sending of the second force had finally used the term “genocide,” not
outright, but in 1ts more tentative form of “scts of genocide.™ Even after the Secunity Council had finally
scknowledged the crime for what it was, still U.N. members were unable to get help to Rwanda in time
to make a difference. The first troops of the new contingent arrived after the RPF had slready defeated

the government responsibie for the genocide.

Sllencing the Radie

The radio which incited to killing before April 6 became the redio for giving instructions to
killers after April 6. Although it would have been feasible to jam its brosdcasts without any military
action, neither the U.S. government nor any other government was willing to do s0.
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THE IMPACT OF INTERNATIONAL POLICIES WITHIN RWANDA

Rwandans of all groups closely followed intemational resctions o the genocide. Tutsi and
moderate Hutu looked 10 the international commumity--and perticularly to its local representative, the
U.N. peacekeepers--for protection. Bven after the first force disappointed them so hombly and was
withdrawn, many kept hope shive day sfier temble day, believing that rescue would come from abroad.
Six weeks sfic the slaughier began, when the Secunty Council decided 10 send in a second peacekeeping
force 1n mid-May, | talked by phone with s Tutst fnend who crept out of hus hiding place every few days
to call me for news. | told him with greal sstisfaction that s new U.N., force was 10 be sent soon. He too
was plessed, but weary. He said, “Tell them, please hurry.” He was found and killed two days lster and
the second U.N. force arvived two months after that.

Moderate pohiticians, military officers and lesders of civil society had hopes, 100, that the
internationsl community might help resist the extremists. But they too were disappoinied and could not
{ind the force to organize an internal resistance without any hope of external support.

: The extremusts were equally sensitive to positions taken abrosd. Government officisls followed
expressions of foreign opinion very closely and by the end of April were dispatching delegations to try to
win support among other governments 1n Africs and Europe. Soon afier, they sent the pair of firm
believers to try to justify the genocide at the U.N. Military officers needed foreign supplies of arms anc
anxiously courted old fnends, such as France, to try (o ensure continued support. Businessmen and
intellectuals of national importance regularly discussed how to present events in Rwanda in the most
positive light elsewhere in the world. When the French government told Rwandan military
representatives that France could not give them open assistance 50 long as there were public killings of
Tutsi, the national radio immediately broadcast the orders, “Plesse no more killings on the rosds.” When
U.8. officials finally condemned the killings, that disspproval was reflected in government orders sil the
way down to the most local level. At community meetings held on the distant hulls of the western
prefecture of Kibuye, local officials imstructed the people to halt the killings because, they said, the U.S.
had made that a condition of deslings with the Rwandan government. Local officials even wamed
citizens that satellites overhead were monitoning what happened in their communitics snd informing the

rest of the world about it.

Given that tinid, half-hearted and tardy censure could produce such results down through the
administrative hierarchy, it seems probable that a firm, united and prompt reaction by the intemational
community would have cut short the genocide at its very beginnings.

LESSONS

Many participants and observers have commented that the intemational inertia in the face of the
genocide resulied from & lack of political will rather than from a lack of knowledge. This analyns was
repeated just yesterdsy by Kofi Annan, who headed the peacekeeping division of the U.N. in 1994,

Whether there will be sufficient political will to deal with other massive killings of civilians,
even with other genocides, remains unclear. What 13 more certain 1s that we are unlikely o see againa
situation in which preparations for s genocide are carried out 3o openly and where genocidal intentions
are 30 publicly broadcast. Although the International Criminal Tribunat is still in the first stages of
prosecuting those accused of leading the genocide, the extent of international revulsion against the
genocidal plan has no doubt been felt by leaders and potentisl leaders in this region and elsewhere.
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With the growing importance of respect for human rights as an indicator of the legitimacy of
govemments, we have expenenced increasing difficulty in leaming the truth about alleged abuses,
particularly those most serious cases where military forces have been accused of massscning large
numbers of civilians. The recent withdrawal of the U.N. investigatory commission from the Democratic
Republic of the Congo illustrates the problem, In other cases, iniemational authontics have been
permitted 10 do the rescarch, but the final report has been influenced by political considerations, such as
that on the massacre by Rwandan govemment troops at the Kibeho displaced persons camp in April
1998; or the report has been delayed, such as that on the assassination of Burundian president Melchior
Ndadaye; or it has been suppressed altogether, such as the report on 1994 killings by the Rwandan
Patriotic Front produced by the G y team of consultants to the UN High Commissioner for
Refugees. The special rapporteur on the Congo has been denied sccess (o carry out investigations in that
country, while the post of Special Rapportewr for Rwands haa been ended altogether following astute
politicsl maneuvers by the Rwandan government. The first UN Human Rights Field Operstion for this
region of central Afnca was set up in Rwsnds following the genocide. Similar offices have now been
created in Congo and Burundi. But just as the operation is expanded elsewhere, the Rwandan
gavernment is in the process of insisting that the Field Operation halt monitoring within Rwanda.
Rwandan authorities wish the operation to continue offering technical assistance and financial support to
the local judiciary but to stop mvestigating alleged abuses, particularly those by its military in the war
aganst the growing insurgency. The U.S. must make the continustion of monitoring s condition of its
support for the Ficld Operation. It must make clear to all the importance that it attaches to complete and
honest investigation of alleged abuses and to the prosecution of those charged with such abuses.

Even as we work on forufying the political will to act in cases of grave violations of international
humanitarian law, we must take care to inform ourselves responsibly on alleged cases of such abuses.
When we knew, we did nothing. I now we chose not to know, what is the likelihood that we will sct?

The horvor of the Rwandan genocide must live on and our sense of responsibility along with it.
The lesson of the catastrophe 18 not just the need to be alert and to intervene whenever genocide threatens
but also the importance of prompt, firm action to insist on compliance with international law whenever
and wherever lives are threatened.
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Security Issues, Arms Flows sad Violeace in Rwanda

Testimony of Kathi Austin, independent consuitant to non-government organizations,

and Visiting Scholar, Center for African Studies, Stanford University (starting | June 1998)
House Committes on International Reintions

Sabcommittes on International Operations and Human Rights

Tuesdsy, May §, 1998

Introduction

Good Moming, Chairman Christopher Smith. [ want to thank you, your colleagues on the
Subcommitice, and the subcommitiee staff for calling this important and timely hearing on Rwanda.
You could not be concemed with a nobler cause than that of preventing genocide, crimes against
humanity snd wide-scale violence sgainst innocent civilians.

Since the middle of 1994, | have traveled to Rwanda and the Great Lakes region on several lengthy field
investigations, most often as a consultant to Human Rights Watch, in an effort to research and document
the impact of arms flows and military assistance on the continuing conflicts in Central Africs.

Since the outbreak of civil war in Rwanda in 1990, the country has experienced a rising tide of
militarization with s corresponding decrease in human security. As s consequence, Rwands and the
surrounding Great Lakes ares have emerged a3 one of the most volatile regions in the world with well
over one million deaths in just the past 4 years. Contributing to this horrific state of sfTairs is the
seemingly unending flow of weapons and military assistanco—with few constraints and virtually no
conditionality spplied—into the region. My research clearly indicates that foreign srms and military
sssistanoe increase the potential for violence on a massive scale as well as the lethality and duration of
conflict with very little consideration given to the victims,

My rescarch also shows that one area of total policy failure has been the United States’ minimalist
concern for security flows, including arms, training and military equipment for all of the warring parties,
not only in Rwanda but also the Great Lakes region. If U.8. policy forcefully addressed the on-going
militerization of the region, the prospect of repested cycles of genocide or massive violenoo would be
different.

Mt thodelogy
A an arms researcher and analyst, | have tracked snd monitored arms networks, weapon flows snd

cther forms of military security assistance, including training and mercenary activities, to human rights
abusers, whether they are governments, security forces, armies, rebel groups, armed gangs, ethnic
militias or civilian defense groups. My research is besed on long-term ficld investigations and invoives
interviewing a large number of persons sbout their direct knowledge concerning their activities relating
to the arms trade, military assistance and warfare. These include, srms traffickers, cargo industry
personnel, government officials, military officers, rebel officisls, politicians, diplomats, foreign military
personnel, UN officials, members of the clergy and civil society, internationa! aid workers and refugees.
1 have worked with appropriste institutions and governments which have been serious about undertaking
credible investigations of specific allegations involving their policies, nationals or national territories.

My research has coincided with growing public concem about the significance of the arms trade,

especially the trade in small arms and light weapons, and its relation to conflict and human rights abuses.
Governments in general are protective of arms networks sither becauss they serve as an instrument of
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institutions and governments which have been serious about undertaking credible investigations
of specific allegations involving their policies, nationals or national territories.

My research has coincided with growing public concem about the significance of the arms trade,
especially the trade in small arms and light weapons, and its relation to cenflict and human rights
abuses. Governments in general are protective of anns networks either because they serve as an
instrument of foreign policy or provide s commercial benefit. In the past, arms trade and security
issues were viewed as “sensitive” or esoteric subjects. Today, the volatility of the Great Lakes
region demands that more attention be paid to arms trade issues by policy-makers in the fields of
foreign affairs, justice, customs, law enforcement and intelligence.

During these brief remarks, 1 will first talk about security issucs in the context of the Rwandan
genocide and its aftermath. Second, I will highlight the implications for U.S. policy. Third, |
will briefly describe the impact of the arms networks. | have provided the Subcommittee with a
more detailed statement which I asked to be submitted in full for the written record. | have also
provided an Addendum which summarizes research for the past 4 years on arms tafficking to the

Great Lakes region.

Background to Current Patterns of Coaflict and Supply

The current chapter of turbulence in the Great Lakes region could begin with the period leading
up to the genocide when civil war raged in Rwands between the Habyarimana regime and the
Rwandese Patriotic Front (RPF). During the height of the 1990-1994 Rwandan civil war, the
Habyarimana regime and its security forces were the 3™ largest importer of weapons in Africa
behind two other volatile regimes, Nigeria and Angols, to the tune of $100 million in imports.
Covert arms brokering and delivery schemes to the Rwandan govemment involved for example
the govemments of France, South Africa and Egypt. The Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF),
meanwhile, was supplied largely by Uganda, which permitted its territory to be used as a base for
recruitment, training and the launching of anmed attacks into Rwanda. Key members of the RPF,
including the current Rwandan Vice-President Kagame, were receiving military training in the
United States at the outbreak of the civil war. Although a small U.N. mission to stop Uganda
supplies to the RPF, UNOMUR, was established, it was inadequate for the task. Much of the
military assistance to the Rwandan combatants flew in the face of the intemationally negotisted

Arusha peace agreement between the two warring parties.

In 1993, ethnic tensions exploded in Burundi after an abortive coup where nearly 50,000
Burundians were slain in a single week. The Burundian bloodbath of 1993 should have served as
& warning to the intemational community of the volatility of ethnic conflict in the region. In
Rwands, however, the Arusha Accords, along with the arrival of U.N. peacekeepers in the
country, lulled policy-makers into thinking that they were doing enough. Weapons flows were
assumed to cease sutomatically and the peacekeeping forces were expected to monitor security.
Neither was the case. Though U.N. intelligence and human rights reports wamed of the
distribution of weapons and impending violence, nothing was done to interfere with increasing
militarization nor the planning and execution of the 1994 genocide.
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extend Rwanda's political strife throughout the region and lay the groundwork for continued regional
warfare. France and Zaire both facilitated the safe exit of the defested Rwandan army (the ex-FAR) snd
its allied militias along with their weapons. Since very few wespons were confiscated as these forces
crossed international borders, the refugee camps quickly became militarized.

Following the genocide, I spent 4 months in the field documenting the rearming of the perpetrators of the
Rwandan genocide besed in refugec camps, in violation of an interational arms embargo. | was able to
document how in contravention of the U.N. urms embargo, weapons poured into eastem Zaire for the ex-
FAR from governments or traffickers based for example in Belgium, China, France, South Africs and the
Seychelies. | was able to interview and observe the comings and goings of key architects of the Rwandan
genocide, including Colonel Bagasore and the former Prime Minster Kambanda. In my interviews, they
spoke openly of their plans to finish “the job” in Rwands. Despite calls from the International Tribunsl

for the arrest of the genocidaires, the intemations] community shunned its role ih Zaire where many of

the perpetrators were based.

A successfully rejuvenated ex-FAR and its militiss forged alliances with local Zairean military snd
politicsl authorities as well as Burundian insurgents in order 10 sttack Rwanda, Burundi, and certain
ethnic groups within eastem Zaire, pasticularly the Banyarwands of Masisi region and the
Banyamulengue of South Kivu. Again, the international community failed lo address the mounting
security concerns. A policy simed at conflict prevention would have required the dismantling of the
refugee camps and an end put to the military threat of the ex-Far and its allied militias.

The U.S. government was well awsre that failure (0 address these security concerns would lead to 8
Rwandan invasion and the massive loss of human life among the refugee population. As early as
December 1994, U.S. military intelligence was reporting that:
Unless international action occurs soon, the .egion very likely will explode as the
Rwandan Govenment, after exhausting all avenues and abandoned by the international
community, uses military force in neighboring countries.
In May 1995, U.S. intelligence again reiterated this concern:
For Rwands, the government's top priority is security. If Kigali believes the rebel bases
in eastemn Zaire pose a major threat, the Rwandan Patriotic Army probably will launch
preemptive strikes that would result in the deaths of tens of thoussnds as the Hutu
insurgents use the refugees in Zaire's camps as shields.
At the same time, U.S. intelligence indicated that Rwanda's military campaigns were contributing to the
heightening of tensions:
- ‘The RPA will continue to aggressively and ruthlessly pursue its counterinsurgency
campaign, and this effort will discoursge Hutu repatriation and causs refugees to
continue fleeing to Tanzania and Zaire.

The war in Zaire in 1996-1997 was a direct outgrowth of the regional destabilization by the allied Hutu
insurgent forces. Both the Rwandan and ;3urundian povernments became actively involved in invasive
military operstions (o stymie the constant insurgent attacks on their territories. A significant number of
soldiers— artificially identified as Banyamalengue but inclusive of nebulous elements of the Alliance of
Democratic Forces for the Liberation of Congo-Zaire (ADFL—teceived arms, training and militasy
sssistance from Rwanda and Burundi. These soldiers along with the Rwandan Patriotic Army and
elements of the Burundian military were deployed in Zaire with the first objective to disband the vast
refugee camps and annihilate the insurgents and their supporters.

3
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The war widencd as arms and other forms of military support were provided to the ADFL from such
notable sources as Uganda, Eritrea, and Angols. The leader of the ADFL, Laurent Kabils, had been
described in the region previously as an arms smuggler. During the war, Kabila also received direct
support from U.S.. British and Canadian corporations which sought new investment opportunities. The
U.S. provided military equipment and training to other regional govemments who were militarily
supporting the ADFL forces. By the time the ADFL conquered the capital Kinshasa, the RPA and allied
ADFL forces had massacred possibly as many as 200,000 Hutu refugees, innocents and genocidaires
slike, whose deaths some U.S. officials in the region described as "collsteral damage®.

Persistent Coaflict and Weapons Flows

Currently civil war wages on in both Rwanda and Burundi. While the U.S. government has issued &
statement that "genocidal acts” sre being commitied in Burundi, the Clinton Administration appears most
preoccupied with preventing the resurgence of genocide in Rwanda though the U.S. government is itself
doing little to actually. prevent such an occurrence. At the same time, there are a growing number of
reports of the intensification of military cooperation between the governments of Rwanda, Burundi,
Ugands and the Democratic Republic of Congo and their plans (o launch offensives against the remnants
of the former Rwandan army (ex-FAR), the former Zairean secunity forces, extremist Hutu insurgents
and UNITA (National Union for the Total Independence of Angola), War is sgain in the wind. As in the
past, civilians also are likely to be the primary targets of the warring parties.

What is especially troubling is the chronic and cyclical nature of the Great Lakes conflicts, which tend to
spill over into one another with an enormous humanitarisn toll. The constant flow of new wesponry and
secunity assistance into the region extends and intensifies these conflicts. Clearly, policy initiatives
aimed at addressing the militarization of the region are necessitated by the on-going loss of life, the high
degree of civil strife, the potential for mass violence—including genocide—and the recurring threst to

international peace and security.

Implications of Past U.S. Policy
In reviewing the horrific facts of Rwanda's cycles of violence, it is necessary to take stock of what

difference the U.S. could have made. The failure of early waming and preventative action is absolute.
As with the genocide, the militarization of the refugee camps and the massacres of thousands of refugees
by the ADFL—all foretold—there was an unwillingness to risk either military or more robust strategies
which would have been necessary to mitigate the violence. Given the intelligence available and repeated
wamings from human rights groups, non- govermental organizations, foreign diplomats and locals, it
was clear that outside interventions were necessary to prevent outbreaks of conflict.

Policy choices made by the U.S, illustrate that it took a narow view of what it regarded as its strategic

interest over humanitarian or moral concerns as well as likely costs (financial, political and

humanitarian). One area of total failure has been the U.S.'s minimalist concem for security flows,

including arms, training and military equipment for all of the warring parties. If U.S. policy addressed

:;awmmlinﬁuumormmhmmofupumcycluofmdnmm would be
(Terent.

The failures to intervens during the genocide and then afterwards to demilitarize the refugee camps
clearly were failures of inaction. However, the U.S. response to the Zaire crisis of 1996- 1997 might be
seen as & failure of actions taken. Slowly emerging is 8 picture of s U.S. security policy towards Rwands
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which wittingly or unwittingly may have contnbuted o the massive loss of civilian life inside Zaire as
well as intemal human rights violations and atrocities within Rwanda.

From the get-go, the U.S. government has provided iraining and support to the military leader of the
RPF, General Paul Kagame. After halting the genocide and seizing control over Rwands, U.S. military
intelligence hailed Kagame as “one of the most successful guerilla leaders in African history.” Despite
its own intelligence reports of discipline problems, "ruthless” counter- insurgency campaigns, possible
military strikes on Zaire, country-wide military training, and & "covert internal security force in civilian
attire”, to name a number of security concems, U.S. officials sought to provide on-going political,
advisory and logistical support to Kagamc's new reg;ime. This support came in the following ways for

example:

. Military assistance in the form of de-mining equipment and personncl in leu of bilatersl secunty

assistance while the U.N. arms embargo was in place;
. A pledge by the Department of Defense of humanitarian assistance if the arms embargo was not
i .

. Political assistance in ending the arms embargo sgainst the Kagame regime;

. Regular presence of U.S. personnel on military operations with the RPA;

. Direct military assistance such as:

. Psychological operations

. JCET, IMET and Expanded IMET

o Training not covered under these official programs but which were described to me by
U.8. military personnel on the ground at the time as counter-insurgency training (with
little "c*). Referring to U.S. special forces, one U.S. senior embassy official stated,
perhaps facetiously, that the killers are here training the killers;

. Hiding from the public view its knowledge of Rwandan troops inside of Zaire;

. The decision taken by the U.S. embassy in Kigali not to pass on information in cable traffic
relating to security matters that was, provided purposefully by an arrsy of humanitarian sources
when it did not suit the biss of the embassy;

. Failure to pressure the ADFL and Rwandans for consent and access for the humanitarian
operations during the refugee crisis, though U.S. officials were in routine contact and present st
key sites.

It cannot be understated that the security concerns for Rwanda and ethnic Tutsi in the region were very
resl. It cannot be understated that little was being done by the international community to address these
concerns. But it is also the case that U.8. policy has erred in sddressing these concems by becomting
pertisan-—at minimum by closing an eye to human rights sbuses and atrocities, st worst, providing
military, political and psychological support which encouraged these offenses. For example, some might
question why the U.S. would provide training on “patrolling® as in its IMET program when the embassy
and human rights groups had information that civilians were being forced on joint-military patrols.
Many outside obeervers have actually questioned whether in fact the U.S. embassy in Kigali crossed the
line in waging a propaganda war on behalf of its Rwandan allies.

What is most troubling is that U.S. security assistance to Rwanda and other governments in the region
facilitated the killing of tens of thousands of refugees in Zaire.

The U.S. justifies its military assistance to Rwands in terms of engagement and as integral to the sbility
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of the government to defend itscif and address domestic concems. But this has been done with minimum
human rights conditionality. Also of concem should be the emergence of Rwandan's regional slliance
with other warring partics and governments, rebe! groups and ethnic or political militias that share s
common politicalagenda, such as Rwandan direct military intervention in Zaire in support of the ADFL,
when these various elements have been known to commit human rights sbuses.

The U.S. government continues to justify the 1996-1997 events in Zaire as an "African solution” to an
"African problem®. The negative side of this agathetic approach elicits no concem for which Africans
should devise what solutions to which problems. Under the guise of sovereignty, policy-makers are

conditioning themselves to take into account the prioritics and consent of warring parties and
svthoritarian governments rather than humanitarian or ¢ivil society imperatives.

Key Finding With Implications for Curreat United States Policy
To conclude, § would like to point out several key security and human rights themes which emerge from

my ficld missions:

On Security Issues:
*The resort to violence on all sides of the conflict in Rwanda has overwhelmed the political process and

the security aspects of this are not being addressed effectively by U.S. foreign policy:

*Most of the foreign and domestic politicsl changes wrought in Rwanda and neighboring countrics has
been through the potential threat of or sctual barrel of the gun. In this respect, much of the political
process has evolved around shoring up one's military prowess and alliances and finding both external and
internal legitimacy for one's military campaigns. What is frightening about this sorvy state of affairs is
that moderates continually are pushed out of the political process. The all out pursuit of "military might”
lessens the efficacy of diplomacy or negotiating to achieve peace. U.S. policy in support of the Rwanda
government as well as its own geopolitical strategic interest has become entrapped in this dynamic.

*] want to make il clear that the emphasis on "military might® and attempts at scquiring it spplies as
well to activities by non-state actors, such as insurgents, rebels and armed militias. This is indicative of
the leaders of the weaker alliance forged betweep insurgents from Rwanda, Burundi, western Uganda,
and eastemn Zaire. To its detriment, the U.S. does not have a coherent, stated policy towards these sub-

state actors.

On Security and Arms Transfers:

*Security sssistance and weapons are being acquired not only by regular armies and insurgencies but
also irregular groups, such as civilian defente forces and ethnic militias, in large part because being
armed has

in some cases become 8 prerequisite for survival in absence of international and national mechanisms to
ensure security.

*Security assistance and weapons transfers not only impact the military equation in Rwanda but also

negatively effects the work of different types of non-govemmental organizations: refugee,
development, relief and human rights monitors. In fact, often humanitarian organizations and operations

have been used to wittingly or unwittingly ferry weapons.
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*The U.S. has taken a minimalist response towards the problem of weapons flow and militsry assistance
to the Rwandan belligerents and to the region in general. The U.S. has not been transparent about its
own military involvement nor has it effectively monitored the end use of its military transfers to the

region.

*The U.S. has not included human rights conditionahity more decisively in its military assistance policy
towards Rwanda.

On Conflict Prevention:
*The U.S. has continued to ignore its own intelligence dats and forecasts of large civilian casualties. Its

failure to prepare for the transformation of ethnic conflict or civil war into genocide has resulted in
missed opportunities of prevention.

*The U.S. cannot address the on-going violence in Rwanda without addressing simulianeously the on-
going violence in Burundi and eastern Zaire.

The Private Arms Trade

One alarming trend that has emerged is the Great Lakes region is the priority that leaders of warring
parties have placed on cheap and fast procurement of light weapons. [t has become clear to them that
those who gsin ground in the Great Lakes conflicts are those with the best access to these foreign
weapons supplies. Tragically, it is small arms and light weapons that account for most of the casualties
and displsced populations that have resulted from the conflicts in the Great Lakes region. These
weapons are more readily obtainable than heavy weapons and easier to use against civilians in communal
conflict situations, where populations are characteristically targeted for being of the wrong ethnicity,

political party, or military faction.

The turbulent events in the Great Lakes region have been accompanied by a growing reliance by
govemments, insurgerts, and militia forces on covert foreign assistance or private arms networks—some
government-backed and some entirely commercial—to support their military campaigns. In many cases,
this reliance was driven by s desire on the part of both suppliers and recipients to disguise their mutua!
ties. Duning the Rwandan civil war, for instance, both sides wanted to conceal their various military
backers, particularly as intemational calls for peace negotiations grew louder. Later, when a U.N. arms
embargo was imposed following the outbreak of the genocide, suppliers to both sides sought to concea!
their role for fear of being censured. The exiled perpetrators of the genocide had eamed pariah status, so
foreign governments could not be seen supporting them. The ADFL has wanted to conceal its foreign

military support in order to appear as an indigenous movement. 1

Foreign governments also militarily have aided their regional allics in a passive manner, by failing to
prevent their nationals from engaging in private arms trafficking or mercenary sctivities, or by failing to
interdict arms transfers that are transhipped through their ports and airfields or are ferried by train or
truck scross their tevritory. These governments have evea taken steps to shield private arms networks
from exposure or prosecution when this might interfere with other covert operations in the Great Lakes
region or elsewhere in Africs. For example, diplomats in the region have cited U.S. pressure to refrain
from exposing the arms networks catering to both Rwandan and Burundian Hutu rebels in Kenys, as
these same networks also serve U.S.-supported Sudanese rebels, like the Sudanese People Liberation
Army (SPLA). Governments are generally reluctant to provide information to foreign or international
investigating bodies on the criminal activities of their nationals, often citing domestic laws,

7
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The continuing flow of arms to the Great Lakes region through both licit and illicit channels has stood in
sharp contrast to a global picture of declining arms transfers. As disclosed by primary field research in
the Great Lakes region over the past several years, both illicit and diverted small arms transfers are
prolific, and are fast becoming the mainstay of most of the waming parties. Such weapons--automatic
rifles, machine guns, grenades, and land mines--are less expensive to procure and maintsin, which gives
them s distinct advantage in this profoundly poverty-stricken region.

Light wespons aiso can be more readily concealed than heavy weapons from the scrutiny of intemnational
observers, whether they are disguised as non-lethal cargo or 83 humanitarian supplies. Light weapon
transfers are more difficult to monitor and track. Increasingly, transnstional companies and private
networks are widely employed to circumvent national, regional, and international controls, usually by
brokering or shipping weapons to third countries under fictitious end-user certificates. The ability to
conceal weapons flows is significant, given the regional and international embargoes that have been
imposed on belligerents in the region, the parish status of various govemmenis and rebel groups, and the
campaigns being mounted by human rights and humanitarian organizations to curb the flow of arms into
the region.

Concluslon
While the U.S. talks endlessly of how to stem ethnic warfare or avert another genocide in the Great

Lakes region, there remains s noticeable silence about the way in which foreign weapon transfers and
security assistance influence the likelihood of such outcomes. Even graver still, certain members of the
intemational community continue to supply arms or other forms of military assistance, ofien covertly, to
various parties at war. Others have allowed insurgents to base and arm themselves within their contries.
More commonly, private merchants take advantage of foreign government sponsorship, loose restrictions
on arms transfers, pliable transhipment countries, poor controls at border points, and/or corrupt officisls
to operate with impunity in the region. While efforts at reversing the rising tide of militarization in the
Great Lakes is complex and the challenges are obviously enormous, no other place in the world is in as
dire need of such efforts as is the highly volatile Great Lakes region.

Recommendations:
*The United States should establish a coherent security policy towards the Great Lakes region which

emphasizes conflict prevention and minimizes further militarization;

*The United State should work with European allics and pressure other foreign countries with ties to the
Great Lakes region to strategically coordinate security policy;

*The United State government should make public all information o its own security assistance,
training and arms flows to Rwanda (and the region ) since 1993, as well as publicly disclose all
information on current and future sales/transfers/assistance and pressure other foreign governments to do
the same;

*The United State govemment should condition security sssistance to Rwanda on its human rights record
and obtain assurances that it will not use such assistance to invade neighboring countries;

*The United States govemment should monitor the end-use of its provision of training, military
equipment, arma transfers and security assistance to all warring parties in the Great Lakes region;

*The United States should investigate whether sny foreign soldiers that received either U.S, training or
security assistance participated in the 1996-1997 Zaire conflict;

*The United States govemnment should refrain from allowing soldiers from the Great Lakes region to
participate in IMET, JCET and ACRI where these soldiers might use these programs to their sdvantage

in intra-state conflicts;
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*The United States govemnment should support 8 regionat arms embargo, snd failing to do this, support
an arms cmbargo against Burundi;

*The United Nations recently reactivated the United Nations C. mmission of Inquiry into Arms
Trafficking into the Great Lakes region (UNICOI). The mandate .f the newly reactivated UNICOI
should be extended. Rather than be limited only to investigstions of arms flows, it should include
mcasures to prohibit current and future transfers. Its mandate should also be extended to include
Burundi.

*The United States government should stop its nationals or companies from selling weapons, serving as
mercenanies, or providing private security services (o any of the belligerents in the Great Lakes conflicts,
regardiess of whether the nationals are operating st home or abroad.
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Addeadum: Forthcoming Chapter in a book sponsored by AAAS and the Carnegle Commission for
Preveation of Deadly Conflict

The Nature of the Beast - Arms Trafficking to the Great Lakes Region of Africa

Since the end of the Cold War, the Great Lakes region of Africa--an area that includes Rwanda snd Burundi

as well as parts of Ugands, Tanzanis, and Democratic Republic of the Congo (formerly Zaire, now
commonly referred to as the DRC), has experienced a rising tide of militarization with & corresponding
decrease in human security. As a consequence, there is little dispute that this area has emerged as one of the
most volatile regions in the world. Contributing to this tragic state of afTairs is the seemingly unstoppable
flow of small arms and light weapons into the region. The proliferation of weapons in this conflict-ridden
zone underscores the failure of regional and international actors o curb arms flows to governments,
insurgents, armed political factions, militias, and other non-state actors that use these weapons to undermine
responsible governance and democrscy, commit serious and widespresd abuses of human rights, violate
humanitasian principles and international laws, and target civilian populations in pursuit of their political
agendas.

Within the past few years, civil war, genocide, ethnic clcansing, military operations, and political strife have
taken the lives of well over one million people in this region, and have produced more than two million
refugees and internally displaced. But these high figures cannot do justice the traumas and scars produced
by the region's recent conflicts: the 1990-94 civil war in Rwanda; the ethnic slaughter of roughly 50,000

Burundians in a single week following Burundi's abortive 1993 military coup; the 1994 Rwandan genocide,
which claimed upwards of one million lives within a three-month period; the ethnic killing of tens of
thousands in eastemn Zaire/Congo by both Hutu and Tutsi forces; the ousting of the Mobutu regime by an
insurgent drive in carly 1997; and the outbreak of army mutinies and militia violence in the Central Africe
Republic in Congo-Brazzaville in 1996 and 1997, respectively.

Current Demand - Resort to Light Weapons
The surge in intra-state tensions throughout the 1990's has led to a constant demand for armaments in Central

Africa. At the same time, governments in the region have received fewer heavy weapons and lucrative
military assistance packages from their traditional patrons in the North. As a result, small arms and light
munitions are the weapons of choice for govemment armies, ethnic militias, rebel groups, insurgents, and
civilian defense forces. Such weapons—automatic rifies, machine guns, grenades, and land mince—are less
expensive (o procure and maintain, which gives them a distinct sdvantage in this profoundly poverty-stricken
region.

One alarming trend that has emerged is the Great Lakes region is the priority that leaders of warring parties
have placed on cheap and fast procurement of light weapons. 1t has become clear to them that those who
gain ground in the Great Lakes conflicts are those with the best access lo foreign weapons supplies. This
trend has forced even the moderate political actors to pursue military options in order lo retain power and
gain strength at the negotiating table. In Burund, for example, members of the moderate Front of Burundi
Democrats (Frodebu) defected to the armed National Council for the Defense of Democracy (CNDD)
movement when the Catholic religious order San Egidio initiated "secret® negotiations between the CNDD
and the Pierre Buyoya regime. As Frodebu members explained (o the author, they realized they could only
be included in negotistions if they had clout as part of an armed resistance wing.
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Light weapons slso can be more readily concealed than heavy weapons from the scrutiny of intemational
observers, whether they are disguised as non-lethal cargo or as humanitarian supplies. Light weapon
transfers are more difficult to monitor and track. These transfers arc often discovered only afier & trafficker
is detained for refusing to pay bnbes to local police and customs officers or when a plane crash reveals the
hidden nature of its cargo. As will be illustrated below, transnational companies and private networks are
widely employed to circumvent national, regional, and international controls, usually by brokering or
shipping weapons to third countnies under fictitious end-user certificates. The ability to conceal weapons
flows is significant, given the regional and intemational embargoes that have been imposed on belligerents
in the region, the paniah status of various governments and rebel groups, and the campaigns being mounted
by human rights and humanitarian organizations to curb the flow of arms into the region.

Tragically, it is small arms and light weapons that account for most of the casuslties and displaced
populations that have resulted from the conflicts in the Great Lakes region. These weapons are more readily
obtainable than heavy weapons and casier to use against civilians in communal conflict situations, where
populations sre characteristically targeted for being of the wrong ethnicity, political party, or military faction.
As the governments of the Grest Lakes states weaken and favor one group within society over others, armed
groups acting as sclf-defense forces for their varnious communitics are appearing everywhere.

Politicians in the region continue 10 exploit the fears of citizens, so that the dictum *kill or be killed”
resonates psychologically throughout the conflict zone. As light weapons proliferate, armed factions or even
neighbors within a communal conflict arca can more readily initiate slaughter sgainst those accused of
harboring or providing support to s suspected "enemy.” One particularly alarming trend is the widespread
need felt by individual citizens to arm themselives as 8 prerequisite for survival. This region has also
witnessed a stunningly high number of casualties smong humanitarian workers, human rights monitors, and
religious orgamzations from the diffusion of land mines and small arms. ]

Impediments to Demand-Side Controls

As elsewhere in the world, weapons transfers have been justified by governments in the Great Lakes region
as integral to the ability of states to defend themselves and address domestic concerns. However, what is
of particular concern in the Great Lakes region is the emergence of regional alliances of warring parties,
linking governments, rebel groups, and ethnic or political militias that share s common politicsl agenda,
Witness the recent backing of Laurent Kabils's Alliance of Democratic Forces for the Liberstion of Congo-
Zaire (ADFL) by the govemments of Rwands, Burundi, Uganda, Angola, Zambia, and Eritrea. Increasingly,
these regional allies are banning together to procure arms, train, fight, and provide both economic and
pohtmlnwmfotmmln MWW:W!«WN«Y«&TMM;MN&D
Africa, there is a "new willingness of African armies to engage in conflicts beyond their borders, which
threatens to make armed insurrection, with the help of neighbors, the preferred means of political change on

this continent.”

Another serious stumbling block to controlling the demand for arms is the approach foreign governments
and policymakers are taking toward the region in calling for *African solutions to African problems.” The
negative side of this apathetic approach elicits no concern for which "Africans” should devise what

*solutions” to which "problems.® Under the guise of sovereignty or, as the case may be for recognized rebel
* jocal political and military actors are endowed by the international community

groups, "quasi-sovereignty,
with responsibility for the welfare of the affected peoples under their territorial domain. As 8 result,
policymakers are conditioning themselves 1o take into account the priorities and consent of governments,
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warring parties, armed factions, and even pariah groups rather than humanitarian or civil socicty imperatives ~
when addressing arms proliferation issues.

Moreover, a sophisticated understanding of the politics of the Great Lakes region is required for successful
arms control attempts at the recipient end. For example, disarmament campaigns launched by both the
Tutsi-dominated governments of Rwanda and Burundi have been used as s guise to intimidate, harrass, and
iniliate counierinsurgency campaigns against opposing ethnic groups, resulting in numerous civilisn deaths.
Arms control efforts also would require complex interactions between donor and international organizations
as well as the warring parties and other local elements—in a region where there is considerable distrust on
all sides. Consider, for example, how difficult it has been for the United Nations High Commission for
Refugees (UNHCR) 1o obtain access and consent for its humanitarian operstions in the region.

It may be true that, without consent, even well-managed local arms control efforts would be rendered
deficient and incomplete. Enforced consent may not yield sdequate results either. Even when there is
seeming political will for regional cooperation, effective implementation may be lacking. A notable example
is the current porousness of the regional trade embargo sgainst the Burundian government. While an
international arms embargo against the entire region would hold the most promise for curbing arms
proliferation, such a measure is opposed by France and the United States—both of which continue to vie for
strategic advantage in the region. Given the absence of s regional embargo and the region’s high degree of
conflict and lack of respect for the rule of law, it would appear timely and useful to institute better controls
on the supply side of the arms equation.

Role of the Supply Side

Throughout the period of upheaval in the Great Lakes area, foreign governments supplied a wide variety of
arms to selected governments and sub-state forces in the ares, or sllowed their tervitory to be used for the
transshipment of arms to belligerents in other countries or to rebel groups operating from bases within their
borders. Initisily, much of the military equipment flowing into the Great Lakes area was supplied by foreign
governments as part of official military cooperstion agreements with states in the region. France, for
umm,mamqaawlwwﬂwﬂwymmnmmmedaupmnltheouthmkowwmm
in 1994. Since 1994, however, direct supply activities of this sort have become less common as suppliers
and recipients alike have come (o rely more on private arms networks, many operating illegally.

In tuming o covert operations of this sort, foreign governments have found creative channels for siding their
regional allies. For example, France used private contractors to provide light weapons to ex-FAR units
based in refugee camps in castern Zaire, and provided financial assistance to the Mobutu regime in 1996 for
third-party arms transfers. China has hid behind nominally autonomous companies that disguised light
weapons transfers and ammunition under the cover of humanitarian deliveries. At the height of the war in
Zaire, the U.S. government transferred large stocks of military equipment to Uganda, Ethiopis, and Eritres-«
at least some of which wound up in the hands of the ADFL combatants.

Foreign governments have also aided their regional allies in a passive manner, by failing to prevent their
nationals from engaging in private arms trafficking or mercenary activities, or by failing to interdict arms
transfers that are transhipped through their ports and airficids or are ferried by train or truck across their
territory. These governments may also take sieps (0 shield private arms networks from exposure or

prosecution when this might interfere with other covert operations in the Great Lakes region or elsewhere
in Africa. For example, diplomats in the region have cited U.S. pressure to refrain from exposing the arms
networks catering to both Rwandan and Burundian Hutu rebels in Kenys, as these same  networks also serve

3
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U.S.-supported Sudanese rebels, like the Sudanese People Liberation Army (SPLA). Govemnments are
gencerally reluctant to provide information to foreign or international investigating bodies on the criminal
activities of their nationals, often citing domestic laws.

Motives: Politics and Profit
Arms traffickers have themselves acknowledged that their networks often serve several different agendas

simultaneously. In some cases, foreign ovemments may employ such networks in the furtherance of their
regional political objectives. This has been true, for example, in the case of French operations in Rwanda
snd U.S. operstions in Ugands and southem Sudan. In other cases, the networks serve the interests of a
regional political alliance, such as that linking Yoweri Museveni's Ugands, Paul Kagame's Rwanda, and
Laurent Kabila's Congo. Or, the networks may owe political favors 1o or seek the advance of allies who are
caught in an internal power struggle, s in the case of Ugandan military support for Jean-Baptistc Bagaza
over Major Pierre Buyoya in Burundi. Finally, and most commonly, private networks operate for profit, as
in the case of the Belgian trafTickers who have been supplying weapons to the Hutu rebel forces based in
Tanzania as well as the current Burundian govemment military.

The covert networks that supply the weapons to the various armed parties in the Great Lakes region overlap
with wider networks that cater to the demand for weapons throughout Africa (as well as other continents)
and whose clients can often be found on both sides of a conflict. The South African company GMR Group,
for instance, offered weapons to the Burundian military before selling the same stocks to Burundian rebels
based in Tanzanis. Networks operating out of Belgium have transferred weapons from the Soviet Union and
castern Europe to the Burundian government, the Zairean military (before the establishment of the DRC),
and Hutu rebel forces based in castern Zaire (at least until the end of 1996). These networks also supply
other clients in southem Africa, cuch as the rebels of the National Union for the Tota! Independence of

Angols (UNITA) in Angola.

Evading Public Scrutiny

At present, private arms networks are supplying much of the light weaponry that is fueling the conflicts in
the Great Lakes region. These networks, which deliver arms from the production line to the front line,
include financiers, procurers, suppliers, shippers, those who facilitate transshipment vis their territories, and
those who purchase the weapons. Throughout the entire course of the arms procurement and delivery
process, these networks regularly violate intemationsl and domestic laws, regional embargoes, and
govemment policies pertaining to import/export activities, arms trafficking, export licensing, and customs
procedures in countries of origin and transshipment.

Since both the private arms networks and the government-sponsored procurers are aware that by supplying
sub-state sctors and/or periah government forces they may be violating domestic and intemational laws, they
have constructed elaborate cover operations to escape public scrutiny. These include the transshipment of
arms through forcign territorics and the use of false bills of lading, flight plans, and end-user certificates.
Transshipment of arms often involves complicity on the part of the government or nationals of the country
whose territory it being used as a conduit for the onward shipment of military goods.

A tried and true technique of the arms deslers is the falsification of documents. End-user certificates or
cargo manifests often indicale recipients who, in fact, tum out not to be the ultimate recipient. For

example, the cargo manifests in several Chinese weapons shipments to the Burundian government (shipped
vis Tanzania) listed Rwanda and Ugands, not Burundi, as the final destination. In order to hide the actus!
destination of arms deliveries or the sensitive nature of a particular cargo, traders may use fake licences,

4
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disguise arms as humanilarian cargo, or exploit loopholes in the cusioms controls of the supplying or transit
countries. Not atypical of this pattern was & shipment from Chins 10 Burundian government forces listed the

cargo as “farm implements.®

Pilots engaged in illicit arms shipments to the Great Lakes region ofien file false flight plans, listing
destinations like Swaziland, Gabon, and Nigeria, in order to disguise the true nature or destination of their
cargoes. Frequently, morcover, these pilots take indirect routes to their destination. For example, European
traffickers involved in arms shipments o Burundi have flown weapons to Zaire and then on (o South Africa
before shipping them to clients in the Great Lakes region. Arms traffickers are slso known to use "front”
companies or organizations, sometimes disguised as relief agencies. One trafficker, previously cited for
supplying arms to Renamo rebels in Mozambique, has been operating under the cover of a Christian aid
organization in Burundi. Another trafficker has flown relief operations in Burundi in addition to carrying
wespons into the ares.

To further disguise their operations, traffickers ofien change their base of operations, the name of their
company, their business registrations or license, and the roster of individuals working with them. This was
the case, for instance, of a number of traffickers who shified their operations from Zaire to the Belgian port
of Ostend in 1996. Belgian officials have scknowledge the difficulties of thoroughly investigating suspect
companics: “The Belgian government is trying to look into arms dealers and stop these sort of practices,”
one official noted. "But it is not easy.... We know that these companies change their name, or 8 part of their
name, as well as sharcholders regularly. They do this to stay shesd of the game.”

Procurement and Procurers

Crucial to the entire arms trafficking network is the procurement process. Key regional arms procurers and
middlemen operate from within their own countries, or from other African nations such as Nigeria, Cote
d'lvoire, Mozambique, and Egypt. Some of the procurers act under diplomatic guise or as "businessmen.”
In other cases, srms brokers have procured weapons on behalf of regional clients both from their own
national territory and from other countries. For example, French, Belgian and Pakistani nationals negotiated
arms deals for Burundi in Belgium, and a South African national arranged for deals for Burundi from a
business office in Uganda as well as an international hotel in Kenys. To avoid bresking South African
domestic laws, arms dealer Ters Ehlers arranged arms purchases for the ex-FAR from the Seychelles.

Many of the weapons and military systems trafTicked through these covert pipelines to state and sub-state
sctors in the Great Lakes region originated in the large military stocks available in castern Eusope and the
former Soviet Union, as well as in some western European countries. The role of Belgium and France as
suppliers of arms to Central Africa is particularly noteworthy. Also noteworthy is the role of the U.S.
govemment in providing military aid and training to government forces in Rwanda and Uganda, some of
which was subsequently diverted to the war effort in Zaire. Another major supplier is China, which has often
used covert channels and third-party transfers in its deliveries to the Great Lakes region. Typically, the
belligerent parties in the region have received weapons overland vis Tanzanis, Ugands, and Kenya, by sir
from central and southern African states, or by boat across the lakes from Tanzania, Zambia, and Zaire. The
role of other African states in the arms pipelines, particularly in the use of their temitory for the
transshipment of arms, cannot be emphasized enough.
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The Criminal Dimension

While primary research has revealed many of the motives, methods, routes, and disguises of the black.
market trade, the information known to date is far from complete. It is often difficult to obtain prosecutable
evidence against suspected dealers because of the false documentation, lack of paper trails, and mobility of
arms traffickers. Ilicit arms operators may also be dangerous: in the Great Lakes region they overlap with
other criminal cartels involved in gold and mineral smuggling, money-laundering, trafficking in endangered
specics (primates, ivory, birds, forestry products, and so on), and the growing drug trade. But the black-
market arms business need not be viewed as mysterious or esoteric: it can become a known quantity if
effective international criminal investigations are carried out involving experts in the ficlds of foreign affairs,
justice, customs, law enforcement, and intelligence.

Before tackling the criminal trade in arms, clear distinctions must be made between the black and gray
markets. In the Great Lakes region, it is still difficult to discern the line between illegal (black) and
government-sponsored covert activitics (gray). Many of the existing arms pipelines are holdovers from the
Cold War or the former South African government's regional destabilization effort. While many of these
former foreign govenment-backed covert operations were officially shut down in the carly 1990s, often the
aircraft, airstrips, and cargo companies that were used in them were privatized and tumned over to their
former operators--many of whom, in interviews with the author, confessed that they did not want to
relinquish their former "lifestyle.” Arms profiteering offers them adventure, profit, local color, and macho

expenences that they are unwilling to give up.

The Humanitarian Dilemma
Another impediment to suppression of the black-market arms traffic is the fact that some of the cargo

companies based in Europe, South Africa, and China that have been involved in the shipment of military
equipment to the govenments or sub-state actors in the Great Lakes arca have also been contracted to camry
humanitanian relief supplies for some of the intemational aid agencies. In some cases, arms shipments have
been concealed in consignments of humanitarian supplics or identified as such goods in cargo manifests.
This has endangered urgent relief programs and provided arms traffickers with a false flag behind which to
conceal their deadly cargoes.

Arms trafficking to the Great Lakes region has, on occasion, received intemnational publicity when
govemnments attempted to interdict weapons shipments that were cloaked a8, or combined with, cargoes of
humanitarian aid. For example, a Belgium-based company operating under several names but registered in
Liberia has attracted such attention. One of the company's aircraft, registered as ELAJO, made frequent
flights in 1994 and 1995 to deliver weapons to the former Rwandan military and militias in Zaire in violation
of the intemational arms embargo. In August 1996, this same aircraft was impounded by local authorities
in Goma, Zaire after it was founded to be carrying undeclared military uniforms to be off-loaded in Uganda;
at the time, the plane was manifested only as carrying relief goods to refugee camps in the area on behalf
of the UNHCR, Oxfam, ana CARE.

The major relief programs of U.N. agencies, whose air and land transport needs are enormous, are
particularly susceptible 1o manipulation by cargo carriers with double agendas. World Food Program
officials, interviewed by the author, have indicated that they are aware that the program's logistical and
transport infrastructure has been used as s cover for military assistance and arms transfers from foreign
governments and private sources (0 belligerents in the Great Lakes region and elsewhere, such ss Somalia

and Sudan,
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Prior Efforts to Curtall Arms Trafficking

A number of steps have ben taken by the intemational community over the past few years to stem the flow
of arms into the Great Lakes region. The U.N, Security Council imposed an arms embargo on Rwanda in
May 1994; it was suspended on August 16, 1995 and lifted on September 1, 1996 (although it remains in
effect against forces of the f; mer Rwandan government and sllied militias). There is at present no
intemational arms embargo on Burundi or Burundisn insurgent forces based in neighboring countries,
although discussions to this effect have taken place in the Security Council. The European Union imposed
an arms embargo on Zaire in mid-1993, and it remains in place against the DRC. In addition, & number of
individual supplicrs have taken unilateral decisions to ban weapons deliveries to various countries in the
region, either because they have a policy of denying weapons to nations at war (or accused of egregious
human rights violations), or for other political reasons. Lastly, the leaders of six countries in the Great Lakes
region imposed a comprehensive trade embargo (including arms) on Burundi following the military coup

of 1996.

Advocates in the preventative action, arms control, human rights, and humanitsrian aid community have
asseried that govemments—whether or not there is a formal embargo in place—have s moral responsibility
to deny arms and other forms of military assistance to governments or insurgent forces that engsge in a
consistent pattern of gross abuses of international human rights and humanitarian law and which threaten
prospects for peace. During this period, various non-governmental organizations flagged the Rwandan
belligerents as a major concem in this regard. Some of these groups made specific recommendations for
addressing security needs arising from the militarization of the Rwandan refugee camps.

At least some of the recommendations made by the NGO community found their way into U.N. Security
Council Resolutions. For example, Security Council Resolution 997 of June 9, 1995 calls on states in the
region to consider permitting the presence on their territories of international military observers to staunch
the flow of small arms and light weapons into conflict zones in the Great Lakes area, However regional
governments would not consent. Instead, the Security Council decided in September 1995 to establish an
Intemational Commission of 'nquiry (Rwanda)--commonly known as UNICOI--to investigate allegations
of arms flows made by human rights groups and other humanitarian agencies. The important, and very
concrete recommendations made by the Commission in the course of its work in 1996 were ignored, The
various Security Council Resolutions on arms trafficking in the Great Lakes region have done little to the
flow of weapons into the region, even to the most egregious of all belligerents --- the perpetrators of the
Rwandan genocide. The key problem has been that no enforcement mechanisms were established to ensure

their implementation.

Recent Developments
In response to continuing pressure from NGOs to addreas the problems described above, the U.N. Security

Council adopted a resolution on April 9, 1998 calling for the reactivation of ' ,MICOL. The following week,
U.N. Secretary- General Kofi Annan issued a report on Africa calling for “muy1e effective measures lo punish
the continent's arms traffickers.” While it is too early to tell if sufficient political will can be mustered to
provide adequate support for these initiatives, clearly they provide mechanisms for future progress. Also
hopeful is the recent decision by West African states to establish s moratorium on the import, export, and

manufacture of light weapons in West Africa.
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Recommendations for Further Action

What further steps can be taken to stem the flow of weapons, whether through legal or illegal channels, into
the Great Lakes region? A number of mechanisms and measures have been proposed or already exist, which,
if activated simultancously and with force, could dissuade states as well as private traders from capitalizing
on the misery of the region's civilian population. Such measures or mechanisms should target the recipicnts
of weapons, the states that provide them or permit their transhipment, and the international black market in

amms.

International and Reglonal Initiatives
Given the magnitude of the human misery and loss of life in the Great Lake region, an intemational arms

embargo on the region as a whole would offer the greatest promise. Because, as shown in this chapter, the
problem is regional in scope, an arms embargo cannot be effectively enforced unless it has a regional
dimension. A proposal for an international srms embargo of this sort has been advanced by EU member
states; however, the United States and some EU members oppose a regional embargo. While the United
States would support an embargo on Burundi, it opposes an embargo on the entire region due to its military
support for the current regimes in Rwanda and Ugands; France, on the other hand, has renewed its military
cooperation with Burundi and opposes an arms embargo sgainst that country alone. Nevertheless, the
Security Council should hold a serious debate regarding the merits of an intemational arms embargo on the
Great Lakes region. Ifan embargo is cstablished, it should be enforced uniformly throughout the region and
vigorously enforced by the international community.

On a number of occasions, the Security Council has considered the deployment of U.N. or Organization of
African Unity (OAU) military observere at key border crossings and airstrips in the Great Lakes arca to
monitor violations of current emb-~-gos and to deter illicit flows. It would be most effective if such observers
were deployed in Burundi, Rwanda, Ugands, Tanzanis, Angols and the DRC. The observers should also be
mandated to monitor the activities ot armed organizations that operate from the territorics of the states in
the region. These abservers should have the technical capacity for monitoring arms flows and military
operations and should not be considered as a peacekeeping or intervention force.

Furthermore, a regional conference on arms trafficking, security, and human rights in the Great Lakes region
should be convened under the aegis of the United Nations and the OAU. This measure already has support
from the EU parliament, the OAU, and some U.N. members. At the same time, resources should be provided
for a disarmament commission to study ways to undertake the demobilization of sub-national military forces
and their integration into the national armed forces of the Great Lakes states, along with weapons destruction

and buy- back programs.

To prevent the further abuse of aid programs by arms traffickers, U.N. agencies and related NGOs should
put in place and strictly enforce safeguards to prevent traffickers from using their transport capabilities

for the shipment of arms. They should also abjure the use of cargo operators that also carry military
equipment. Even if the inclusion of relief goods on a vessel or plane that is also carrying military equipment
doces not necessarily provide the military cargo with a humanitarian cover, it can be perceived to be doing
50 by the recipients of the humanitarian aid or by one or more parties 1o conflicts in the region--thus putting
the stafY of humanitarian agencies under threat. The same agencies should make lists of contract violators
and make them available to other relief organizations to prevent further misuse of the humanitarian "vector”

by war profiteers. -



%ok, fﬁ&} i §

D T o R

P
&

154

National Initiatives
At the national level, individual governments should take unilateral action to prevent their territories from

being used as a conduit for arms shipments. They should also stop their nationals from selling weapons or
serving as mercenarics on any side of 8 conflicts, regardless of whether the nationals are operating st home
or abroad. In doing so, national govemments have a number of tools at their disposal: import and export
regulations, end-user certification, end-use monitoring mechanisms, laws and policies on brokering, and
other forms of control. These tools need to be strengthened and made uniform by both supplier and
transshipment countries.

Such efforts can benefit from the special commissions established in recent years by a number o8 supplier
govemnments to investigate covert arms trafficking in their territory. These bodies, including the Cameron
Commission in South Africa and the Scott Inquiry into the Export of Defense Equipment and Dual-Use
Goods to Iraq in Great Britain, have made useful recommendations with respect to the strengthening of
nationa! controls on the arms trade. In 1997, moreover, the Belgian government initiated a special
interagency investigation into arms trafficking at Ostend airport; law enforcement agencies in the
Nétherlands have initiated a similar inquiry. Hopefully, these efforts will lead to tougher and more
comprehensive restraints on international arms trafficking.

The Need for Further Disclosure
It is often difficult to obtain detailed information from governments about ¢ither their own arms transfers

or their knowledge of private transfers under their jurisdiction, Govemments consider arms transfers as
legitimate tools of forcign policy. and often wish to cloak the overscas activities of arms firms based on their
territory. While information on major conventional weaponry transferred from one government to another
is often reported, the same docs not apply to the vast quantities of light weaponry being supplied.
Govermnments typically cite commercial "proprietary reasons* or "confidentiality* as justification for their
silence. If the violence in the Great Lakes arca is to be abated, however, arms flows into the region must be

exposed to international scrutiny.

As a first step, foreign govemments should make public sll information on arms transfers to the Great Lakes
region since 1993, including types and quantities of weapons, ammunition, military materiel (including dual-
use items) and military services. Although activities by both the French government and the Clinton
Administrstion in the Great Lakes area have been the subject of inquiries by parlismentary bodies, further
scrutiny is warranted. Governments should also make public any information they may have collected on
the arms-supply activities of private networks and other govemments,

In the future, supplier governments shovld confine their arms transfers to channels that can be monitored by
independent observers. These governments should also publically disclose their own arms transfers and
those of private entities in their jurisdiction prior to initiation of the transaction. At the same time, the states
of the Great Lakes region should establish a regional arms transfer register to which they would submit

information on their imports and exports of weapons, ammunition, and military materiel on an annual basis.

Conclusion
While the international community talks endlessly of how to stem ethnic warfare or avert another genocide

in the Great Lakes region, there remains a noticeable silence about the way in which weapon transfers
influence tha likelihood of such outcomes. Even graver still, certain members of the international
community continue to supply arms or other forms of military assistance, often covertly, to various parties
st war, Others have allowed insurgents to base and arm themselves within their countries. More commonly,

9
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private merchants take advantage of foreign government sponsorship, loose restrictions on arms transfers,
pliable transhipment countries, poor controls at border points, and/or corrupt officials to operate with

impunity in the region.

Weapons will continue to pour into Central Africa until curbing arms proliferation s put at the top of the
political agenda. Cutrently, the intemnational community is only at the initial stages of instituting arms
control mechanisms in the region. Further coordinated and strategic action is imperative to curtail the
weapons flows. While efforts at arms control are complex and the challenges are obviously enormous, no
other place in the world is in as dire need of such efforts as is the highly militarized, volatile Great Lakes

region.

10
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The 1994 Rwandan Genocide and U.S. Policy

Testimony of Holly Burkhalter, Physicians for Human Rights
Subcommittes on Human Rights and International Operations
May $, 1998

Thank you for holding this important hearing, Chairman Smith, and for
inviting me to testify. My name is Holly Burkhalter, and I am the advocacy
director of Physicians for Human Rights. Physicians for Human Rights, based in
Boston, mobilizes the medical and health communities to protect and promote
human rights for all people. Since our founding in 1986, PHR has sent over 75
medical and forensic teams to dozens of countries to investigate reports of torture,
dissppearances, and extrajudicial executions; prison conditions; landmines; use of
chemical weapons and other issues. I commend you and Representative
McKinney for taking this initiative to investigate U.S. policy during the Rwandan

genocide of 1994.

Mr. Chairman, it is a perverse fact of life that the larger the number of
victims the easier it is for the world to ignore them. In this testimony I make many
references to “genocide,” but that word tends 1o obscure the fact that genocide --
and torture, pain, and death -~ occurs one person at a time. We at Physicians for
Human Rights were forcefully reminded of that fact when our doctors and
anthropologists excavated a mass grave at Kibuye at the behest of the International
Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda. We spent months with the victims -- both the
living and the dead. We learned about the genocide first hand as we carefully lifted
each of 450 victims from the grave: the skull cleaved in two by a machete blow,
the baby tied to his dead mother's back, the children with achilles tendons cut so
that they couldn't run, the priest in his clerical garb. And we saw that the suffering
of the survivors of genocide is experienced one person at a time as we worked
with families to help identify the clothing our team retrieved from the mass grave.
Physicians for Human Rights collected yet more evidence of the impact of
genocide on individual Rwandans when we conducted a medical survey
documenting widespread and heartbreaking mental trauma among child survivors
in the refugee camps.
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At today's hearing, I will use the opportunity to review what I believe went badly wrong
during those terrible months of April through June, and to recommend a number of policies
which, if enacted, would enable the U.S. to respond more appropriately if there is a resurgence of
genocide or mass ethnic killing in Rwanda or elsewhere. We are deeply concerned that four years
after the genocide there has been no discernable effort by the executive branch to change
American peacekeeping policy so that an appropriate response would be possible during future
genocides. And we see no indication that Congress would provide the financial and political
support for such policies even were they to be advanced by the executive branch. I hope that this

hearing contributes to new thinking in both branches of government.

Mr. Chairman, my organization believes that the Rwandan genocide of 1994 continues
today, as the Interhamwe and ex-FAR (former Rwandan army) continue their targeted slaughter
of Tutsi exclusively on the basis of their ethnicity. Every week we learn of dozens of killings of
unarmed Tutsi men, women, and children by the insurgency whose goals and methods of
“eliminating in whole or in part” the Tutsi ethnic minority in Rwanda have not changed over the
last four years. It is of course the case that the genocidaires’ capacity to commit genocide is
greatly reduced from the time that they controlled the military resources of Rwanda, that their
victims today number in the hundreds as compared to the hundreds of thousands, and that they
are not in a position to topple the present government of Rwanda. None of these factors has the
slightest bearing on the fact that the Genocide Convention requires its signatories to do today
what it did not do in 1994 to prevent genocide and punish the perpetrators.

It is appropriate and honorable for the Clinton Administration to acknowledge the United
States's failure to respond sppropriately to the 1994 genocide, as Secretary Albright did in
December and President Clinton did last month. Physicians for Human Rights welcomes their
candor and commends them for it. We were also highly gratified by President Clinton’s pledge to
“increase our vigilance and strengthen our stand against those who would commit such atrocities
in the future.” Yet apologies alone are a poor tribute to the victims of genocide if the policies
which frustrated an international response to stop genocide and save lives are still in place. A
pledge of “never again” is a hollow one if there is no planning, preparation, resources, or political

commitment to take the steps necessary to act on that pledge.

Accordingly, Physicians For Human Rights calls upon the Clinton Administration to
develop a “Genocide Prevention and Response” policy initiative, and for the Congress to strongly
support it, politically and financially. Such a policy, which I will discuss in detail below, should
include the following elements:

* President Clinton should announce that prevention and suppression of genocide is a vital
U.S. interest, and that it is the policy of the United States to act on an urgent basis to comply with
its obligations under the Genocide Convention.

* Presidential Decision Directive 25 (regarding U.S. guidelines for participation in or

49-306 98-6



H
<

168

support of international peacekeeping endeavors) should be replaced with another directive which
explicitly authorizes U.S. support for a United Mation<-sanctioned military intervention to deter or
stop genocide and to protect the victims.

To prevent or deter genocide, the U.S. should take the following actions:

* Respond quickly and publicly to early wamnings of mass ethnic killing or genocide-in-
the-making. Publicly condemn actions which foment ethnic hatred, pressure governments
responsible by withholding non-humanitarian foreign aid, deny visas to and seize assets of
genocide-provoking individuals.

* Engage at the highest levels with other governments to coordinate international
condemnation, stigmatization, and isolation of genocide-provoking individuals, entities, or
governments, and begin contingency planning with our allies for the use of force to protect
victims and stop mass killings; .

* Engage in intensive monitoring in the affected area and urge other governments and the
United Nations to do the same. Appoint a senior official to direct intelligence gathering and
analysis for the purpose of protecting vulnerable communities; deterring attacks; gathering
evidence for identification, stigmatization, isolation, and potential prosecution of genocide
perpetrators; tracking weapons flows; assisting in the provision of humanitarian relief for the
victims,; and assessing the likelihood of actual genocide.

* Take steps to stop the flow of weapons and other military aid to perpetrators of ethnic
violence.

* Forcibly stop the broadcasting of specific incitements to kill or injure minorities or other
targeted groups by jamming the sirwaves or providing the equipment and political support for
others to do so.

To stop genocide in progress and protect the victims:

* As soon as it becomes apparent, publicly call and condemn by name -- genocide -- acts
with intent to destroy in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, and

condemn those who are engaged in directing or participating in it.

* Provide the United Nations with the financial, military, political, and diplomatic
resources 1o establish and support a standing rapid reaction interventionary force or & standby
force such as the African Crisis Response Initiative with Chapter VII authority for the express
purpose of intervening to prevent or stop genocide and to protect victims.

* Until such forces are established, equipped, and trained, commit in advance and pre-
position equipment and vehicles to permit an ad hoc force to be deployed quickly. Provide
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resources to the U.N."s Office of Peacekeeping to draw up contingency plans for intervening in
specific situations to suppress genocide.

¢ Apprehend those indicted for genocide and tum them over to the appropriate
international tribunal, if such exists. If such a tribunal has not been formed, take the lead in

creating such a court immediately.

Ignoring Earty Warniags: In a speech to genocide survivors in Rwands President
Clinton apologized for Western inaction during the genocide. His remorse was welcome, but we
take exception to the President’s suggestion that the U.S. did not respond because the
government didn't know what was happening at the time. A3 early as 1993, human rights
organizations such as Human Rights Watch, where I was working at the time, made available to
Congress, the executive branch, and the U.N. early indicators of the trouble ahead in Rwanda.
Those warning signs included selective killings of Tutsi, the formation of armed militia by
extremist political parties, the drawing up of lists of Tutsi “enemies” (who were later
exterminated), the stockpiling and distribution of thousands of guns and other light weapons to
civilians throughout the communes, and the broadcasting of virulently anti-Tutsi messages by
extremist radio stations.

We now know that the United Nations, and, presumably, Security Council members, had a
great deal more information than the early waming indicators provided by human rights groups.
On January 11, 1994, Major General Romeo Dallaire, the Canadian commander of the United
Nations peacekeeping force in Rwanda (UNAMIR), sent a fax to the United Nations providing
details of the genocide to come. The information came from an informant to General Dallaire,
and it stated that the informant had been ordered to register all Tutsi in Kigali for purposes, the
informant believed, of their extermination. Dallaire requested U.N. authorization to confiscate
arms caches within 36 hours, and to provide asylum to the informant and his family. Dallaire’s fax
also informed U.N. officials that the genocide plan included provoking the Belgium troops making
up the bulk of the UNAMIR contingent, killing some of them, and thus ensure that Belgium
would withdraw its troops from UNAMIR. This is precisely what occurred.

The United Nations official to whom Dallaire appesled, Major General Maurice Baril,
refused to authorize the actions and, according to Belgian Senator Alain Destexhe, ordered
Dallaire to inform the President Habyarimana and his political party of the informant's
intelligence, along with the U.N."'s decision not to act on it. Secretary General Kofi Annan's
spokesman stated that all senior officials at the U.N. Office of Peacekeeping were behind General

Bauil's decision.

We believe that the U.S. Ambassador in Kigali, Ambassador Rawson, also had extensive
information on the gathering genocide. We are troubled by the United Nations's claim that the
peacekeeping office did not respond positively to General Dallaire’s request because it could not

assess the validity of the intelligence he was relying upon. The U.S. could have helped investigate
and corroborate Dallaire’s information. It would be very useful for this Subcommittee to request
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all cable traffic between U.S. Embassy/Kigali and the State Department and United Nations to
assess what role the U.S. actually did play at this critical time.

Speaking more generally, we believe that the United States and others should devote
significant resources to gathering intelligence in situations where preparations for mass ethnic
killing appear to be underway so that they can quickly intervene to stop the killing. In Rwanda,
we may assume that the government of Belgium was collecting intelligence on such matters as the
creation of extremist militia, the broadcasts of hate radio, targeted killings of Tutsi, and the influx
of light weapons into communes if only because hundreds of Belgian troops were deployed within
UNAMIR and their security would have been of high concern to Brussels.!

In Rwands as in Bosnia, the real issue has not been the gathering of intelligence but rather
the analysis of it and acting on it to prevent abuse and apprehend abusers. Quantities of
information so vast as to be unusuable are collected through satellite photography, radio and
telephone intercepts, etc. The key to using this material effectively to inform a response to
burgeoning genocide is in 1) telling the intelligence gatherers what to look for in a specific area of
search and to focus the inquiry on indicators of trouble ahead (such as troop movements, flow of
weapons, positioning of vehicles, orders given, received, and acknowledged, etc.) 2) ordering
that the material be analyzed and evaluated specifically for purposes of information about the
possibility of mass killing; and 3) making that information available to policy makers both in the
U.S.,, the U.N,, and other foreign capitols so that it can be acted upon.

Everyone agrees that “carly warning” is essential for appropriate response to humanitarian
disasters, and the collection and analysis of intelligence and deployment of international monitors
can serve this function. But all the warnings in the world are worthless if there is no response.
The Clinton Administration could have taken but did not take the following actions in the months
before the Rwanda genocide, in response to the early warning indicators: 1) convened a
diplomatic meeting of governments with influence on Rwanda, including neighboring
governments and donors such as France and Belgium, and publicly demanded that arms caches be
identified and destroyed, that hate radio be stopped, that killings of Tutsi leaders be investigated
and prosecuted promptly, and that extremist militia be disbanded and disarmed. 2) responded to
General Dallaire's intelligence report of genocide to come (the January 11 fax to the United
Nations) by insisting that he be authorized to take the actions he requested and leading efforts at
the UN to enlarge UNAMIR"a mandate if such were required and provide him with the resources

with which to carry it out.
“Peacekeeping” During the Genocide: Shortly after the genocide, General Dallaire

stated that he could have saved significant numbers of lives, if not stopped the genocide, if he had
had 1,800 additional troops, appropriste mandate, and armored vehicles. The Camegie

'Similarly, we may assume that vast quantities of military intelligence was being collected
in Bosnia by the NATO countries at the time that Srebrenica fell, and that neither the attack nor
subsequent butchery of the enclave's Muslim men and boys was a surprise to Western authorities.

L]
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Coumﬁ:donon?mm&ubudlyConﬂia,ineoopmﬁonwithtth.s. Army and the Institute
for the Study of Diplomacy at Georgetown University, sddressed General Dallaire's premise and
hrg.dyconwnedwithh.oondudimum“:mod«nforcoofs.mmpcmﬂdhw
significantly altered the outcome of the conflict.”

As you know, Dallaire and his 2,500-strong UNAMIR force were deployed in Rwanda for
pumomofmnhodnsunmubapuwmrdmduduinainﬂ»umﬁﬁomoamﬁﬁou
govmmmg'dmobouﬁngnﬁnmyfbmimw“mRPAudulmoﬂnnwmdmm.
and establishing a demilitarized zowe. Though UNAMIR's mandate did include contributing to
the security of Kigali, some observers believe that in order for UNAMIR to have checked the
gmoddnChnpmVﬂmndmtor«nubﬁshpmmduwﬁtmel«ofmmm
permitting offensive action would be necessary.

It is, however, important to note that even while Dallsire was denied the rules of
engagement that he felt were required to take offensive action to save Rwandan lives, UNAMIR
troops made several excursions into the countryside for the explicit purpose of evacuating
European expatriates without any change in rules or mandate, It would be useful to this
investigation if the Subcommittee would solicit information from the U.N. peacekeeping office,
from General Dallaire, and from Secretary Albright and those who served with her at the United
Nations about this apparent discrepancy between what protection UNAMIR was permitted to
offer Europeans and Rwandans during the genocide.

As noted above, the United Nations peacekeeping office denied Dallaire permission for
UNAMIR to take steps to head off the genocide four months before it began. He appealed on
numerous occasions thereafier, in the period from January - April, 1994, for an increase in troops
and a mandate to save lives and was repeatedly denied. Thus when President Habyarimana's
plane was shot down on April 6 and the organized killing of Tutsi and moderate Hutu political
figures began in Kigali, UNAMIR was ill-equipped to deal with the problem. As predicted by
General Dallaire's informant, the extremists did indeed target the Belgian troops, in particular
those who were assigned to protect Hutu Prime Minister, Agathe Uwilingiyimana. She was
murdered along with three Beigian peacekeepers. The remaining seven peacekoepers in the
contingent laid down their arms in the hope that they would appear nonthreatening, given their
rules of engagement which required them to avoid combat. They were tortured and murdered.

Within days, Belgium had deployed 850 troops under its own flag to evacuate Belgian
citizens from Rwande. Once that was accomplished, Brussels withdrew its 420 soldiers from
UNAMIR. Other soldiers panicked and were sent out of the country, and Dallaire was left with a
weakened force while troop contributing nations were demanding assurances that they were not in
Jeopardy. For two weeks, the Security Council discussed the fate of UNAMIR, with Washington
strongly supporting complete withdrawal of the force on the grounds that it could neither carry
out its duties nor be protected. On April 21, the Security Council voted to drawn down

UNAMIR to a skeletal force of 250,
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The decision essentially to withdraw the force as the genocide was gathering speed had
enormous practical and political consequences inside Rwanda. It made it impossible for existing
troops to expand their efforts to protect the tens of thousands of Tutsi who had taken refuge in
churches and schools throughout the country, and sent an unmistakable message to the genocidal

forces that there would be no impediment to their finishing the job.

The Clinton Administration defonds its support for the Security Council decision on the
grounds that no nation wanted to contribute troops and that there was no mandate for UNAMIR
to use lethal force to even protect itself, much less Rwandan civilians. But in retrospect, one can
imagine a host of different responses. When the decision was made, killings were still largely
confined to Kigali and itg environs and it is possible that in the early days of the genocide a
relatively small force which had appropriate vehicles, weapons, and mandate, could have
protected itself and concentrations of Tutsi in the capitol, and sent an unmistakable signal to the
presidential guard and militia to stop the killings. Such a force could also have dismantled the
road blocks which were erected in Kigali and were rapidly going up all over Rwanda, and helped

keep Tutsi civilians in their homes.

This last point is crucisl. As noted by Col. Scott Feil, in “Preventing Genocide, How the
Use of Force Might Have Succeeded in Rwanda,” Rwandan Tutsi are thoroughly integrated into
communities and are not easily identified by appearance or name. Thus the militia and Rwandan
army soldiers bent on exterminating the Tutsi had to first get whole villages moving and funnel
everyone through checkpoints where identity cards could be checked and Tutsi then separated for
extermination. “Under these circumstances, measures to prevent people from leaving their
villages would be extremely important; “safe sites,” smaller and more easily defended community
groupings, would be the best way to stabilize and secure the population in Rwanda.™?

Sabotaging Humanitarian Intervention: In the days following the April 21 decision to
reduce UNAMIR forces, mass killings skyrocketed. On April 29, Secretary General Boutros
Boutros-Ghali asked the Security Council to reconsider its decision and to consider “forceful
action to restore law and order and end the massacres.” On May 2, the Secretary General wrote
to African heads of state requesting troops for an Aftican peacekeeping force -- a force that at the
time the Clinton Administration said it would help finance, equip, and transport.

The African force never materialized. In part, U.S. refusal to commit its own troops to
the effort reduced the prestige of the mission and discouraged troop-contributing nations which
would have been eager to join an American-led intervention. Accordingly, the U.N. Secretary
General floated a new plan -- a UNAMIR II which would enlarge the existing contingent by 800
men and augment it with another battalion within a few weeks. The mandate for UNAMIR II was
limited to obtaining a cease-fire, supporting humanitarian assistance, and opening the airport. The
U.S. offered an alternative plan, and weeks were lost in negotiating the differences. Finally on

Preventing Genocide, How the Use of Force Might Have Succeeded in Rwanda, Colonel
Scott R. Feil, Camegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, December 1997.
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May 17, the Security Council voted unanimously to support a compromise plan. But even then,
the U.S. insisted that the mandate of the force (which included no Americans) not be expanded to
include the use of force to stop killings and demanded a review of the plan before its sctual
implementation, including before initial planned deployment of 150 military observers.

Moreover, the Pentagon successfully blocked even the provision of vehicles and
equipment, which, had they been provided, could at least have been used by the existing
UNAMIR troops to enhance their security and enable them to travel outside of Kigali to defend

concentrations of displaced Tutsi in the countryside.

The case of the mythical armored personnel carriers is a good example. The U.N.
formally requested 50 apc's from the U.S. on May 19 and Washington agreed to provide them
two weeks later. For the next two months the U.S. managed to stall on its commitment: weeks
were lost while bureaucrats dithered over how much the U.S. would be reimbursed for their use.
Weeks later there were hot debates over whether 10 use tracked or treaded vehicles. Further time
was lost while it was determined that the vehicles were the wrong color, then no one was able to
figure out how to transport the vehicles from Frankfurt to the African continent, and so on. The
upshot of such shenanigans was that the carriers were ready to roll long after the RPA had seized

control of Rwanda and ended the genocide.

A New Peacekeeping Policy: The unhappy fate of UNAMIR and UNAMIR I illuminate
several policies which could be developed which would permit a more useful response in the event
of future genocides.

First, because of American leadership at the Security Council, the U.S. has the capacity to
slow deliberations on humanitarian intervention to a virtual standstill, even when there are no
American troops involved. Some of the obstruction and delay in 1994 were necessitated by the
fact that expanded UNAMIR and other humanitarian initiatives were ad hoc, and American
representatives, ever mindful of Congress's opposition to paying its U.N. dues or participating in
its operations, put the brakes on while they scrutinized every detail of each new initiative. That is
understandable, but in 1994 the genocidal killers moved much more quickly than did the U.S. and
U.N. bureaucrats. While U.S. officials demanded reviews, plodded through Pentagon and U.N.
procurement bureaucracies, and checked Congress's pulse about intervention, hundreds of
thousands of civilians were butchered.

But if it were the policy of the U.S. government to respond vigorously and affirmatively to
genocide, a different outcome might be possible. First, peacekeeping policy as articulated in
Presidential Decision Directive 25 must be changed, and here, Congress has a very important
obligation. PDD 25 was promulgated at the height of the genocide, on May 5, 1994. It appeared
to have been du: ‘gned to thwart American participation in situations just like Rwanda's, including
such requirements that any U.N. mission must be a response to threats to international peace and
security, must advance American interests at scceptable risk, and must have adequate command
and control procedures and an exit strategy. To my knowledge, there were very few public
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criticisms of the limited nature of PDD 25 by the Congress and no clamor at Congressional
hearings to amend the policy in such a way 30 as to permit an nrpropriate response to the
genocide which at that very moment was unfolding in Rwanda.

If peacekeeping policy was changed so that suppressing genocide was identified as a vital
American interest and included among the purposes of U.S. peacekeeping policy, one can imagine
a host of activities that the executive branch might engage to operationalize that goal. Steps
could include offering U.S. military advice to the U.N. peacekeoping office to draw up
interventionary plans on an urgent basis in advance of an actual outbreak of genocide so that the
weeks of fumbling during the Rwanda genocide might be avoided. The Pentagon should be
ordered to do what the U.N. has long desired: locate, refurbish, and designate a supply of
vehicles and equipment which could be seconded to the U.N. on an urgent basis when needed.
The Pentagon’s red tape for procurement is exceeded only by the U.N.'s. That red tape must be
obliterated in times of genocide. The President should order that supplies and equipment and
vehicles be identified now, for possible use in times of crisis, and supply them immediately.

Congress should warmly support the initiative.

But in some cases, thess measures alone may not be sufficient to prevent or stop genocide
if there are no troops to intervene. In such circumstances of genocide, our own government
should offer troops, as well as the material and technical assistance described above, to stop the

killing.

Additionally, there are many sophisticated proposals for an international interventionary
force and it is not within the expertise of Physicians for Human Rights to endorse any of them in
particular. I would note, however, that the standing rapid reaction interventionary force which
was proposed many years ago by Sir Brian Urghart, still offers a vision for preventing and
responding to genocide. While we realize that there does not now exist the political will to
establish such a force, we urge policy makers to reconsider such an initiative, in light of the

genocide in 1994 Rwanda and in Bosnia.

The African Crisis Response Initiative may at some point be able to serve such & function,
at the behest of the U.N. or the OAU. As you know, as it is currently configured, ACRI is not
designed to play a Chapter V1 role, it is, rather, a classic peacekeeping (Chapter VI) initiative.
But the ACRI model -- advance training of certain units in a number of countries in advance of
any specific crisis -- may lend itself to a different role. One proposal I have heard discussed
would be for ten countries (not necessarily all African) to each designate 5,000 troops that would
train together as a unit on & regular basis at 8 UN./U.S. peacekeeping training facility. They
would be reimbursed at U.N. rates, and groups of them would be available for an operation.
Commanders for each unit would have been identified long before the intervention and would

JRepresentative David Obey was an honorable exception. The Congressman bitterly
denounced the policy as “zero degree of involvement and zero degree of risk and zero degree of

pain and confusion.”
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have trained with the troops and familiar to each other. Thuu instead of & pick-up scramble at the
last minute - when chances of success are lowest - a trained and ready fighting force would be
available for intervention before & genocidal situation spiraled out of control. In the absence of a
standing U.N. rapid deployment force, the ACRI-plus mode! or other plans which involve

advance training of designated units, deserves close consideration. A key component of any such
project must be advance training, drill, and discipline in the laws of armed conflict. Peackeepers
have themselves committed extremely serious abuses against the unarmed local population.

Finally, it is worth noting that the failure of troop-contributing countries to supply the
United Nations with troops to separate armed men from the gigantic Rwandan refugee camps in
Zaire has contributed to the continued killing of Tutsi in the region. As you know, the
genocidaires, operating from the refugee camps, exterminated thousands of Zairian Tutsi and
launched continuous military operations across the border, killing thousands of Rwandan Tutsi

Responding to Genocide Today: Mr. Chairman, most of my policy suggestions relate to
situations where it is government authorities who are engaged in genocide. In Rwanda today, the
attempt to exterminate the minority Tutsi is of course not a government initiative but rather a
continuation of the 1994 genocide by the defeated Rwandan military (now known a3 ex-FAR) and
the militia. To my knowledge, the government of Rwanda, which is engaged in active
counterinsurgency measures, has not requested international intervention of any type to suppress
the genocidaires. Nonetheless, the insurgents have inflicted huge casualties on Rwandan Tutsi
civilians, and attacks appear to be spreading throughout the country. Rwandan Hutu civilians
who do not necessarily support the genocidaires, are forced to give them food, and, all too often,
are targets of reprisals by Rwandan government forces. Numerous human rights organizations,
including my own, have reported on killings of Hutu civilians by the RPA in the context of a

counterinsurgency campaign which has been extremely brutal.

Physicians for Human Rights believes that the United Nations should take specific
actions to help suppress the insurgency, including taking into custody ex-FAR and militamen

engaged in the killing of Tutsi civilians, and delivering them for prosecution for genocide. We
also would support the provision to the Rwandan authorities of intelligence and other military

assistance which would enable them to respond to attacks by the insurgency if attacks and
reprisals by the RPA against civilians have stopped and the perpetrators have been punished.

Mr. Chairman, I would conclude by noting that the West’s refusal to suppress the

genocide in Rwanda was extraordinarily costly in three ways: first and foremost, it was costly in
the terrible loss of hundreds of thousands of Tutsi Rwandan men, women, and children and of the

courageous Hutu civilians who sheltered them. A second casualty of the genocide was the image
and thus the potential effectiveness of the United Nations and its various organizations. In
particular, the U.N.'s failure to stop the genocide and subsequent refusal to disarm the camps —
assured, in part, by the United States -~ has contributed to a “go it alone™ mentality on the part of
the Rwandan authorities that has had disastrous consequences for human rights in Rwanda and
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Congo.

As you know, the Rwandan authorities repeatedly appealed to the international
community to disarm the refugee camps. When such action was not forthcoming, the Rwandan
army took matters into its own hands and emptied the camps. That action eliminated a very
important source of support for the insurgency, but many thousands of unarmed refugees died as
a result. When the insurgency surged within Rwanda, as the genocidaire began to return home
with the refugees, the RPA again took care of things its way: at the cost of thousands of civilian

lives.

Physicians for Human Rights in no way equates RPA killings of Hutu civilians in the
Congo and Rwanda with the genocide. We do note, however, that the ruthless character of both
the invasion of Congo and the counterinsurgency at home and Rwanda's desperate go-it-alone
approach are part of the legacy of the genocide and the West's failure to suppress the genocidaire
today. Accordingly, we urge that Rwanda's donors taiget their military assistance to programs
which support reform elements within the Rwandan military and which upgrade both troop
behavior and military justice systems designed to address violations by the military. We also urge
Rwanda’s donors to help the country recover from the genocide by providing generous non-
military aid so that health care, housing and jobs may be increased considerably, and shared by all

Rwandans.

11
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LE GEWOCIDE BT LA CONTINUITE DB LA VIOLENCE Al RWMAMODA: QUBL
DOIT ETRE L'APPORT DB LA COMMUNAUTE INTERNATIONALS?

Francois-Xaviar NBANZUWERA

Le ghnocide des Rwandais tutai et las masascres politiques des opposants
politiques hutu, des Hutus assimilés aux viotimes tutsi et des Hutu qQui
ont refusk de participer aux massacres de leurs compatriotes tutsi au
printemps 1394 fut l'owuvre d'un appareil §tatique avec ses plus hasuts

xesponsables.

Bn effet, nous sommes convaincus, nous pouvons mme avoir dus preuves que
le ghnocide des Tutei fut planifi€ ot mis en exscution par des plus haucs
responsables politigques et admnistratifs de 1'Etat, par certains membres
de 1l’Btat major de L’armée et de 1z gendarmerie nationale.

Des miliciens Interahamwe du parti MRND et leurs alliés Impuxzamugambi du
parti CDR aidés par des Gléments de l'armbe et de la gendarmeris nationale
participdrent § l'extermination des Tutsi et des Mutu opposants politiques
ou des Hutu qui ne participaient pas su ocide. Sur les collines des
paysans hutu manipulée par leurs autoxités administratives paxtcioiplrant
tgalement aux massacres.. Les autoritds leur promattaient de prendre des
terres de leurs voisine tuls. Mais pendant les massacres, plusisurs
familles hutu sauvdrent la vie de leurs voisins tutsi en les oachant
souvent au peril de leur propre vie Jusqu’'d la victoire du Pront

patriotique xwandais.

Aveo 1a victoire militaire du Pront patriotiqua rwandais, des cantaines de
milliers de xwandais 3 majorite hutu, encadrés par leurs anciennes
autorités administratives et par las ax-FPorcas armfas rwandaisess et las
milices e’'anfuirent au Zaire et en Tansanie. Qus furent lew conségquences
du genogide, das maseacxes politiques et de 1'excde massif des refugibs?
Quelle fut l'attitude de la Communauté internationale face A 1'une des
plus grandes tragédies si ce n'ast la plus grande traghdie de ce 20éme
sidole finissant qui avait laissé beaucoup d'aspoir aux Jjeunes

générations?
Pans ce bref axposf, seuls la justice, la mémoire, la droit de propriécé,
1a libexths d'expresaion, la securité des gens et la reconstruction du paye
vont retenir notre attentiom.

1. LA JUSTICE ET LA NENOIRE

Apres la fin du genocoide et la guarre, lL’armbe a prockdé aux arrastat:ions
des suspacts de participation au genocide. Des centaines, des prisonniers
sont arrivés aux disaines de wmilliers, Aujourd‘hui, X’'on parle
officisllemamt de 130.000 prisouniers. Ne sont pas compris dans ce chiffre
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des prisonniers détenus dans les oachots des communes et das camps
militaires, Sont-ils tous coupables? Certainement non oar plusieurs
d'entre eux furent denoncés pour des riglements de compte personnels, A
cause de leurs maisons illégalememt ocoupds ou des postes occuplha et
aonvoités par ceux qui les dénonaaient. Cels fait plus de Qquatre ans que
ces gens attandent que justice leur soit rendues. I} y a Ggalement plus de
quatre ans que des milliers de rescapls attendent que justice leur soitv
rendue. Au rythme des procds actuels, le Rwanda attendra quatre sidcles
pour Jjuger 130.000 prisonniers. Xt pourtant plusieurs responsables
politiques et des magistrats dont l'ancien ministre de la justice
Alphonse-Maris Nkubito et moi-mems avions demandé 1'aide des tagistzats
Strangers. Cette propomition acoepté par le gouvernement fut rejeté par
1'Assemblée nationales (le Parlement rwandsis). Pourquoi, puisque le crime
de genocide est un crime contre toute l’humanité antidre et appelle 1a
collahoration de tous les pays. L'srrivfe de ces magistrate de plusieurs
pays, membres de la Comnunaut® internationale avaient plusieurs raisons

d’etxa:

- le grand nombre de personnes A juger,

- 1» aoredibilich des proces,
- tranquiliser les magistrats xwandais qui travaillent acus le poids de

1'Armfe. Celle-ci #'ingdrent dans le travail de la justice,
= tranquilisar les prisocnniers hutu qui n'ont pas confiance dans un
appareil judicisire domind par les Tutsi,
la solidaritd internationale face aux besoins da juatice d‘un pays qui

sort d'un genocide.

Nous jpensons que plus que jamais cetta idde de 1la collaboration des
nagistirats de plusieuxrs pays est la seule fagon de permettze au Rwanda de
rendse justice. Mais guel pays convainora le Rwanda de se rxendxa cowpte

qu’il nst incapable de rendre ssul justice?

Conaerrant le travail du Tribunal international d‘Arxusha qui auxa & juger
les aerveaux du genocide rwandais, beaucoup de progrds commencent & ee
resliser mais ca txibunal saurs-t-il jugsr tous las cerxrveaux du genocide
ot las criminels de guerre des deux camps qui se sont livrbs aux massaores
de civils mame 8i le nombre des victimes civiles des deux camps au aonflit
n’est pas le mime? Les Htats qui hebergant les auteurs des cervesux du
ganocide comme 1la Belgique, la PFranoca, le Kanya et da’autres pays
maocepteront-ils de collaborer avec le Tribunal panal intarnational pour le
Rwanda? Des pays qui soutiennent le Jouvernsment rwandais actuel comme
les Ntats Unis, la Hollanda ou 1l’Allemagne reconnaissent-ils que des
Sléments de 1'Armee petriotiqua rwandaise ont tud des ocivils pendant le
genocide at 1a reprise de la guerre et méme aprds? 61 tous les criminels
de tous bords ne soat pas tous punis, 1’impunit$ au Rwanda restera surtout
au sein de la classe dirigesnte quellas que seront les Spoguas.

-

1.2. LA NEGATION DU DROIT DE PROPRIRTE

Avec la viaotoixe du Pront patriotiQue rwandais, des anciens n!ugl.‘o
rwandals rentridrent massivement au Rwanda. Ils o' empardirent des texres et
des maisins de Hutu partis 3 leur tour an exil. la plupart de ces rafugits
tutel avaiant Sgalement quitt$ trente ans avant leurs maisons et laurs
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terres.  Aujourd‘hui, malgré le retour des refugifs huty, wmalgréd 1la
décision du gouvernsment leur demandant de liblrer ces biens, beaucoup
continuent de les ocouper, Cette situation est une des rsisons Qui
emplchent d'autxes ratugils, surtout des intellectuels hutu se trouvant en

Rurope, de rantrer au Rwandas.
1.3, BUR LE PLAW DB LA DEMOCRATIE

Aujourd’hul oinqg partis politiques participent au gouvernement d‘union
nationale. Nais que représantent oces partis, quand les activicés
politiques sont interdites, quand oces partis n‘ont pas de base socialar?
Il en est de mime su Parlement. Bt puis n'ocublions pas que les leadars
charismatiques de l’'ancienns opposition sont morts pendant le gencoids,
que d’autres sont parxtis en exil quand il y a eu la premiers orise au
gouvernemant actuel. Quel %quilibre peuvent apporter ces leaders qui
n‘ont pas de base, Face aux durs du FFR surtout les wmilitaires, de quels
alliSs peuvent avoir des modéxés du FPR faae aux faucons du regime gqui
sont en train de militariser toute 1la wsocibté? Sans un espace
dtmocratique tous les Rwandais se trouvant & l’extérieur du Rwanda ne
rentreront paAs et le pays va continuer & produire des refugifs politiques

at mdwa Goonomiques.

1.5. LB RETOUR DES REFUGIRS RWANDAIS.

L'on & beaucoup parl® de la prise en otage des refugibs rwandais dans les
camps par des forces génocidaires. Ceci est vrai car les miliciens et les
ex-yorxces armbes rwandaisas promettaient au refugis un retour par les
armos. Mais Dbasucoup de refugife avaient Sgalement peur de rentrer au
Rwanda 3 causa des arrestations massives, des exécutions sommaires et des
disparitions. Bt puis la Tanzanie, le Burundi et le Zalirs ont expulsé un
grand nombre de refugifs dans des conditions indignes at au mepris des

conventions internationales.

Bn octobre 1996 commence la guerre dite de libération du Congo avec
1*Alliance des Porceas dhmocratiques du Congo aidhas par L’Axwée
patriotigus rwandaise. Aujourd'hui de nombreux témoigusges dignes de foi
font Stat des massacres & grande €chelle de refugils dont des fenmes et
des enfants qui n‘ont jamais connu le génocide et 1e Rwanda. Des refugida
ont 6té oondamnés A mourir de faim et de maladis. Est-oe que le retour
maseif de vefugibs qui sont rentrés su Rwands, est-oe Que le fait de faixe
disparsitre le danger de distabilisation que constituaient les camps ds
refugifs exigeaient comme prix les massacres delibérés des milliers de

retugifs dont des enfants et des femmes innooenta?

1.8. LA RECOMATRUCTION DU PAYS.

Commant reconstruire un pays dont la population vit aujourd’hui dans la

peur de la reballion et de 1'armbe?
Comment reconstruire un pays dans leguel seula les femses sont aujourd’hud
1es sewles forces vives, lea hommes Gtant en prisoms, d'autres se

oachant, eto...?
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Comment reconstruire un pays qui refuse d4’'intégxer des refugibe
incellactuels, universitaires rentrfs au pays qui, aujourd'hui
vivent dans les oampagnes?

Commant reconstruire un pays dont les dirigeants considdrent tout rwandais
oritique vivant 3 1l’extérieur cowme g€nocidaire, comms ennemi du
pays? Comment veconstruire un projet de socibcé commun dans os refus
de dislogue encre tautes lea forces vives de la nation?

Autant d’interrogations qui font que aujourd’hui, le pays est dans une

impasse., Maie comme toujours la Communauté internationale ne veut pas se

randre compte de ce danger de déstabilisation qui peut engendrer une autre

catsstyophe humanitaire.

3. L'BCHEC D¥ LA COMMUNAUTE INTERNATIONALE FACE A LA TRAGEDIR RWANDAISE BT
DE LA REGXION DES GRANDS LACS.

2,1. FACR AU GENOCIDAE.

e genocids du printempa 199¢ ne fut pas une surprise pour la comuunauth
internationale. Il y esut beaucoup de signes préourseurs. Noh sesulement
le 7 avril 1994 11 y avait les casques bleus mais en mars 1993, dans un
rapport qui a 6té largement diffus® les ONG des droits de l'homme Ruman
Rights watoh, la Prédération internationale des Ligues des Droits de
1'Homme avsiant allerth la communauth internationale sur ce qui se passait
au Rwanda et le risgqus d‘explosion. Le rapport parlait dbid d’actes da

génocide.

Ce qui s’'est paps$d est trop connu et triste. Le Conseil de securith de
1’ ONU retira les casques bleus abandonnant les rwandais aux bourreaux. =5t
pourtant les victimes avaient eu confiance dans las soldate de la paix.

Cet abandons de la communauté internationals ne s'arrdva pas. Quand des
pays comme le Zalre, la Tansanie et la Burundi expulsdrent les refugifs au
mépris des conventions internaticnales on trouva cela normal. CQuand des
milliers de refugiba furent massacrés, la communaut$ internationale resta
indiffdrente. Ceux qui eurent le courage de danoncer C& NOUvVeau crime
ocantze l'humanité fureat traitée de négacionistes et de rhvisionistes.
Pour certains pays, tous les refugils Gtaient rentrés et puis tous ceux
qui Staient worts dtaient des ghnocidaires: texrible logique d l/aube du

230me siecle.

Aujourd/hui, face aux violations graves des droits de 1'hosme, 1'argumsent,
1'excuse est de dire que le Rwanda sort du genocide. Le génocide ne peut
pas justifier les autres violations des droits de 1'homme. La communauté
internatiocnale ne devrait pas continuer d cosmsttre les wiwes erveurs: las
dimocrates rwendais, sussi bien & 1'intérieur qu’'d 1'extérisur au Rwanda
ont besoin d’un espane de parole pour un dislogue constructif, le eeul
avenir du Rwenda. Doanes-les oette chanoe pour faire taire osux qui seac
dans la logique dasn armas. NW/oublies pas qus vous Stes lea gaxdiens de
ostte promesse deus pdres fondateurs de la Charte des Mations Unis:
*préserver les génSrations futures du fllau de la guerxe.®
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Background of USCR

I am Jeff Drumtra, Africa Policy Analyst for the U.S. Committee for Refugees. Thank you
for conducting this hearing on “Rwanda: Genocide and the Continuing Cycle of Violence.”

The U.S. Committee for Refugees (USCR) is a nonprofit, nongovernmental organization
that regularly monitors and assesses the plight of refugees and displaced people aroun?thc world,
and their efforts to reintegrate or resettle when conditions permit.

USCR has conducted regular site visits to Rwanda during the past 15 years to document
conditions, analyze the political environment, and offer informed policy recommendations. USCR
staff have undertaken 12 assessment trips to Rwanda since 1994. USCR staff were on the ground
days before the genocide began in April 1994 and repeatedly traveled into Rwanda to document the
genocide as it was occurring. Our two most recent visits to Rwanda were in late 1997,

In the past four years, USCR has produced some 50 reports, action alerts, briefings,
editorials, and public information advisories in an effort to help g})licy makers, the press, and the
American public understand and respond to events in Rwanda. We published our most recent
repont, Life After Death: Suspicion and Reintegration in Post-Genocide Rwanda, in February
1998. We have distributed copies of that report to members of this Subcommittee, We can
provide you with all USCR publications and documents pertaining to Rwanda if you wish,

Outline of Testimony
This testimony consists of five sections.
Firstly, an explanation of the purpose of this testimony and, we believe, of this hearing.
Secondly, a brief review of action and inaction during the Rwandan genocide.
Thirdly, a review of U.S. policy failures during the genocide.
Fourthly, a discussion of steps to improve U.S. response in the future.

And fifthly, a discussion of the legacy of genocide in current-day Rwanda.

I. Purpose of Testimony

Let’s be frank. Many people—including perhaps some Members of this
Subcommittee—find it odd to hold a Congressional hearing in mid-1998 about an event and a
series of U.S. policy decisions that occurred four years ago in a small country that was of
negligible strategic interest to the United States. Nothing we say here today can change what
happened in Rwanda in mid-1994. Therefore some observers might view this hearing as an
exercise in irrelevance as it regards the past, and an exercise in futility as it regards the future.

That sense of fatalism is understandable, but dangerous. A tragedy of epic proportions
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occurred in Rwanda in 1994, It was the first legally defined genocide in the post-World War II
world. U.S. leaders shamed themselves and degraded the highest ideals of our human race by their
inaction during Rwanda's genocide. The mass murder in Rwanda was the most intense

bloodletting in modem times.

USCR therefore participates in this hearing with several purposes. First, we want to help
make the historical record of the genocide as complete and accurate as possible.
This is the least we can do. Television cameras and journalists mxifht be absent from this
hearing—just as they were largely absent during the fenocidc itsclf—but we have to believe that
history is istening and watching these proceedings. If our contemporaries ignore this hearing, at
least we can provide a historical record for future generations.

Secondly, we believe our testimony at this hearing can help identify U.S. mistakes
during the genocide and assess why they occurred. President Clinton acknowledged
during his brief visit to Rwanda in March that the U.S. government “must bear its share of
responsibility” for the Rwandan genocide. His acknowledgement was an important first step,
albeit four years late. The task today, we hope, is to identify our nation's mistakes honestly, and
demand higher standards in the future. Parliamentary inquiries have occurred in Belgium and
France. It is time for the United States to look in the mirror.

Thirdly, it is probably fair to say that we all are participating in this hearing today because
we want to fulfill a responsibility to the dead victims of genocide. Let us not shirk the
uncomfortable truth: among the million people who lost their lives in Rwanda were hundreds of
thousands of victims who died in part because specific U.S. officials refused to help them,
prevented others from giving help, and refused even to acknowledge the need to help. That is the
awful truth lurking behind President Clinton's statement in March that “we did not act quickl
enough after the killing began,” and his confession that *“we did not immediately call these cimes

by their rightful name: genocide.”

President Clinton told Rwandans that “we owe to those who died and to those who
survived...our every effort to increase our vigilance and strengthen our stand against those who
would commit such atrocities in the future.” Those are eloquent words, but are they more than
empty rhetoric? This American nation and the international community must find a way to rebuild
a credible commitment to the post-Holocaust ideal of “never again.” It is now clear that we as a
nation did not really mean those noble words the first time. A fourth purpose here today should be

, shame, or inspire our nation and its leaders—beginning with some Members

to push, é:rod. urﬁc
of this Human Rights Subcommittee—to dare to do better when the next awful moment

of truth arrives elsewhere.

Fifthly, it is our hope that this hearing will be one small step in helping t:o restore
commitment and integrity to international humanitarian principles and
international law. The 1948 Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of

Genocide, to which the United States is a signatory, is nothing more than a of paper unless

g_rg‘pcipled leaders, beginning with our own U.S. officials, infuse it with life and commitment.

s hearing will serve an important if it gives us another opportunity to reflect on the fact
that ap litg\g evil occurs whep: worlg powers such as the United States dismiss our own highest

principles as empty rhetoric.

Finally, we are participating in this hearing to help understand and render wise
assistance to post-genocide Rwanda. We want to impress upon Congress, the
Administration, and the American public that a phenomenal challenge is underway at this moment
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in post-genocidc Rwanda that may well be unique in human history. Rarely, if ever, in recorded
history has a society attempted to live co&ther again, side by side, in the aftermath of a genocide.
Itisa comglex and sensitive situation. “We must work to remedy the consequences of genocide,”
President Clinton stated in Rwanda. He is correct. But it is not a task done easily or quickly. One

purpose of this hearing, we believe, is to help channel U.S. policy in the proper direction,

II. Genocide Revisited: Review of Information & Inaction

Those of us in the West consistently emphasize that Rwanda's past and present leaders
must be held accountable for their actions. We in the West are slower to acknowledgc, however,
that our own U.S, and other Western leaders also should be accountable for their actions and

inactions, particularly at the time of the Rwandan genocide.

In order to impose proper accountability on our own leaders for ignoring Rwanda’s mass
murder as it unfolded, it is important to make one fact abundantly clear at this hearing: Almost as
soon as the genocide began on April 6, the cold-blooded, systematic, calculated nature of the
killing was identifiable and comprehensible to us in the West. U.S. officials cannot credibly
excuse their own inaction by characterizing the situation in Rwanda as “confused” or “chaotic” or
“beyond comprehension.” Even as the genocide was occurring, the political motives behind the
mass killings were within the scope of our Western understanding. Indeed, sources on the ground
in Rwanda expressed alarm to USCR and to other intemnational analysts in March and early April
1994 that hardliners in the government were on the verge of fomenting major violence.

Days after the genocide began, and-throughout the long weeks of slaughter,
nongovemmental organizations (NGOs) regularly disseminated international alerts and analyses to
inform U.S. policy makers and galvanize a response that never came. Following is a parti
review of information and policy advocacy during the genocide, and the U.S. government's

response to the horrific events.

Genocide Weeks 1-2
USCR conducted a public briefing on April 11 and stressed that the killings were an

anen;ft by Rwandan hardliners to sabotage the country’s peace process, rather than a spontaneous
“tribal bloodletting.” USCR wrote to the Administration on April 13 “to emphasize that the
violence...is not simply due to ethnic differences.” USCR’s letter explained that the killings “were
instigated...by hardline military and political elements determined to sabotage democratic reforms
at all costs.” USCR issued a public statement on April 14, reporting that “tens of thousands” were
dead at the hands of “hardline political and military leaders in Rwanda...[who] have capitalized on
internal ethnic divisions...to thwart democratic reforms and terrorize the population.”

An op-ed by USCR published on April 14 warned that “it would be an unforgivable
mistake to pass off the latest orgy of violence in Rwanda as simply another case of African tribal
bloodletting that foreigners can never understand and are powerless to prevent.... Characterizing
Rwanda's upheaval as the product of primordial ethnic hatreds misses the point of what is really
happenin tgcze.... The real instigation of violence in Rwanda is shamelesslglgolitical. not
ethnic.” A USCR "Fact Sheet” published April 19 wamned that Rwanda's “shift of violence to

rural regions is ominous, since most Rwandans live in rural areas.”

A handful of other U.S. organizations also sounded the alarm immediately and tried to
explain the political nature of the killings and the need for an international response to stop the

3
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massacres. One of the most notable was Human Rights Watch/Africa (HRW). “The ¢ that
has been inflicted over the past two weeks is neither random nor inevitable, and the United Nations
can play a si mtrolcinbeﬂ;ingendit."HRmeonAplﬂw. HRW noted that “the
campaign of killing was pl weeks before” it began.

U.S. Policy Response During the first two weeks of the genocide, the primary response
of the U.S. government was to evacuate American citizens and close its embassy in Kigali.

Genocide Week 3
USCR conducted a joint briefing with HRW entitled “Insights Into Rwanda's Crisis.” The

April 21 briefing included one of the first eyewitness accounts by a Rwandan who had escaped the
enocide. USCR staff took a team of CBS television journalists into Rwanda to provide one of the

t American broadcasts of the killing and why it was occurring.

HRW issued an analysis on April 20 that Rwandan genocidaires were ousting moderate
colleagues as part of a strategy to e::g:nd the killin gs into previm calm areas of the country.
“Keeping the peace is not a goal of the authorities,” HRW exg) ined. The International Committee

of the Red Cross (ICRC) estimated on April 21 that perhaps “hundreds of thousands” were dead

and that “the human trageddy in Rwanda is on a scale that the International Committee of the Red

Cross has rarely witnessed.”

U.S. Policy Response During the third week of the genocide, the primary political and
security response of the U.S. government was to strongly support the withdrawal of some 2,000
UN peacekccging troops from Rwanda. The United States and other UN Security Council
members—which, incredibly, included the fovemmcnt of Rwanda engaged in the
lg‘;mocide——poimedly refused to give a small number of remaining UN troops authority to stop the

lings. U.S. officials argued erroneously that the mass killings were being caused by renewed
warfare, when in fact the opposite was the case—the war was re-igniting because of wholesale,
deliberate massacres. American officials called for a ceasefire between combatants and asked
specific Rwandan military officials “to do everything in their power to end the violence.”

Genocide Week 4 W
USCR issued a series of “Action Alerts” and a “Media Advisory" to draw attention to the

accelerated killings in Rwanda and the political context for the massacres. A USCR “Action Alert”
on May 2 made 13 recommendations to U.S. officials and other intemational policy makers to
rotect Rwandan civilians, demand accountability for the massacres, and diplomatically isolate
wanda’s genocidaire government. USCR publicly urged the U.S. govemment *to declare
formally that the massacres in Rwanda constitute genocide as defined under international law.”
USCR called on the United States *'to take the diplomatic and financial lead in the UN to retum

international peacekeeping troops to Rwanda.”

On May 3, USCR published, “Responding to the Rwandan Crisis: Declare Genocide, and
Other Policy Steps,” which contained 14 policy recommendations. The document encouraged
U.S. officials to “jam" extremist radio broadcasts emanating from Kigali that were fanning the
genocide. It called for immediate humanitarian assistance inside rebel controlled areas of Rwanda,
where tens of thousands of survivors and hundreds of thousands of other innocent civilians had
congregated. It also urged U.S. authorities to strip Rwanda’s genocidaire government of official
diplomatic recognition. A USCR media advisory on May 3 reported that an estimated 200,000
persons were already dead, and noted that American media had generally “mischaracterized”
Rwanda’s massacres as “uncontrollable ‘tribal violence.”" The advisory stated that “it is irnﬁormnt
to understand that the slaughter in Rwanda was planned and consciously triggered by a privileged
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clique of extremist political and military leaders.... The staggering massacre of Tutsi ars to be
an organized, calcu attempt to erase all possibility of ever forming a multi-ethnic.m-based

political system.”

HRW continued to issue jts own updates describing the campaign of bloodshed and
mroned that &ropaganda continued to air on Rwandan radio urging an intensification of the
killings. HRW called on intemational officials to denounce the leading genocidaires by name.
HRW observed that “a ceasefire between the warring parties is largely imelevant to the mass
slaughter of noncombatants being carried out throughout Rwanda...by the army and militia.”

U.S. Policy Response During the fourth week of the genocide, the U.S. government
supported a UN Security Council presidential statement that condemned the violence in Rwanda.
U.S. officials effectively blocked an initiative that would have bolstered the UN's peacekeeping

presence in the country.

Genocide Weeks 5-6 o
USCR conducted a site visit to genocide locations in Rwanda and interviewed survivors.

USCR also assessed Rwanda’s massive humanitarian needs in areas no longer controlled by the
genocidal glqt\::rnmem. “Militia gangs are roamit;_g the...streets, their machetes in hand,” USCR
reported. “They are killing any ethnic Tutsi they find. They are doing it at this moment, as we sit
here. Just as they did it last night. And the night before that, And the week before that. And the
wecek before that. And the week before that, all the way back to the night of April 6." USCR
stated that “this is genocide.... It is the genocide we in the West legally pledged under intemational

law would happen ‘never again.’”

On May 16, HRW criticized the U.S. govemnment for “effectively blocking” a UN vote that
would send peacekeeping troops to Rwanda and pointed out that U.S. inaction at the UN was
“allowiggothe slaughter in Rwanda to continue.” organization emphasized that “the slaughter
of 200,000 unarmed and unresisting civilians is...far more than a Rwandan problem. Given this
extraordinary violation of the international laws...this catastrophe confronts the United

States...with a moral imperative..."

U.S. Policy Response During the fifth week of the genocide, a secret report by the
Defense Intelligence Agency stated that “there is an organized...effort of genocide bci%
implemented.” During the sixth week of the genocide, the U.S. government and the UN Security
Council formally agreed that new peacekeeping troops might be needed in Rwanda. But U.S.
officials effectively blocked implementation by insisting on more weeks of study before allowing
final approval. The UN resolution pointedly refused to characterize the killings as “genocide.”

Genocide Week 7
USCR concluded its site visit to Rwanda and conducted extensive public and private

briefings for U.S. government officials, NGOs, and joumalists in Washington, D.C. and

elsewhere. USCR cited flaws in U.S. %ovemment analysis of the ldllh:fs. USCR recommended
additional peacekeeping troops and exp ained how to deploy them effectively. Our agency reported
“a dramatic need for medical services” for wounded civilians inside Rwanda, and recommended
that U.S. humanitarian officials and NGOs could work safely in eastern zones of the country. We

urged govemnment aid officials to send an assessment team to Rwanda and repeated calls for the
jamming of Rwanda's “hate radio.”

Other human rights and humanitarian NGOs remained seized with the crisis and the daily
loss of lives. HRW deplored U.S. restrictions on UN peacekeeping troops and urged “the United
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States to immediately cease obstructing efforts to come to the aid of thousands of persons
threatened by genocidal slaughter.” HRW and a UN investi identified locations of large
numbers of Rwandan Tutsi still alive and in need of on. Médecins Sans Frontieres (MSF),
which maintained medical staff in Kifali. decried inadequate actions by members of the UN
Secunrei? Council. “We have known for a month what is going on,” MSF stated, “A clearly

defined and targeted United Nations intervention is not an option for Rwanda. It is an obligation.”

U.S. Policy Response ‘The U.S. govemment refused to allow its own aid officials to enter
safe areas of Rwanda to assess humanitanian conditions. A “Situation Report” issued by the U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID) neglected to iden&iz the ethnic nature of the killing
and failed to characterize it directly as “genocide.” report the violence as
“indiscriminant massacres waged against the civilian population.”

Genocide Weeks 8.9
USCR continued to contact U.S. officials to share findings of our site visit to Rwanda and

urge specific U.S. measures. USCR emphasized that the emerging refugee crisis outside Rwanda
should not distract American officials from addressing ongoing genocide inside Rwanda.

USCR published a lengthy analysis in the Washington Post on June 5 indicating that a
uarter-million to a half-million fcople were alreadl{ murdered, but that “hundreds of thousands of
utsi trapped in Rwanda can still be saved.” USCR again urged U.S. leadership for m‘ﬁeid

deployment of intemational troops, and predicted that many genocidaires would cease
massacres “at the first sign of UN troops.” USCR stated that it was “hard to believe that Clinton

would want to go down in history as the president who timidly allowed the clearest case of

fenocide that the world has seen in 50 years to proceed on his watch without taking action to stop

t."* Our analysis noted that U.S. officials “have refused to call it qenocide because the word
‘genocide’ carries heavy legal obligations under intemnational Jaw.” USCR repeated its call for
rapid U.S. humanitarian aid to survivors and other innocent civilians inside Rwanda and argued
that “the U.S. State Department...should not allow diplomatic legalisms about sovereignty to slow
assistance to civilians who are in need in rebel-controlled arcas.”

HRW published a report reviewing the first two months of genocide and the international
response. The report noted that various American officials had condemned the killings but
concluded that leaders had taken “no effective response to the genocide.” An HRW situation
update on June 6 estimated 500,000 people [were] slain...in the last eight weeks" and stated that
“the United States led the effort to withdraw UN peacekeepers at the start of the crisis, just at the
moment when reinforcement and effective action by these troops could have limited the disastrous
loss of life.” The overall U.S. response to the genocide continued to be “tardy and weak,” the

organization stated.

U.S. Policy Response The United States joined other UN Security Council members in

giving final approval for deployment of UN troops. The troops did not arrive, however, until
nearly two months later. U.S. officials repeated their pledge to give 50 armored personnel carriers
to UN troops already deployed in Rwanda, but imposed restrictions that delayed delivery more
than a month. Several U.S. officials began to describe the killings as genocide. The U.S.
government stated it was “dee l{ distressed” that Rwanda’s hate radio broadcasts continued to
incite massacres, and U.S. officials requested that “responsible parties...bring these broadcasts to
an immediate halt." U.S. policy makers refused to jam the broadcasts, however.
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Genocide Weeks 10-11
USCR conducted a third site visit lo genocide sites in Rwanda, accompanied by a ranking staff
member of the U.S, Senate. USCR conducted a briefing for Congressional staff in Washington
and urged policy makers to teke specific steps to ostracize Rwanda's 6enoctdal government and
respond to the Killings by implementing the Genocide Convention. USCR urged Congress to push
for rapid dcpka'mcm of international roops with sufficient mandate to top massacres and arrest
rerpetraxors. SCR warned that official investigations into the genocide should proceed quickly to
8

y the groundwork for trials and punishment.

USCR joined with an affiliated NGO to publish an “Action Alert” on June 8 that called for
“U.S. resources to support an Africa peacekeeping force. The President must announce that the
funds have been set aside [and] the equipment is available...” The document reminded that
“although as many as a half-million lives may have already been lost, the massacres
continue...[and] many lives may still be saved” if the U.S. would provide urgent support for a

protection force.

A coalition of NGOs and religious organizations urged the U.S. government to “publicly
recognize that the atrocities in Rwanda constitute genocide” and to provide leadership ang
resources (o facilitate immediate deployment of international troops “sufficient to protect potential
victims and prevent further mass killings.” The NGO coalition stated that it was “appalled that the

United States lacks the political courage" to respond appropriately to the genocide.

HRW criticized the U.S. govcmment for forbidding its officials to describe the Rwandan
killings as “genocide,” as alleged by the New York Times. “How can this be defined as anything
except genocide?” HRW stated. “The United States has not provided any protection to the helpless
victims.” In a letter to President Clinton on June 10, HRW criticized U.S. delays in providing
vehicles needed by UN troops in Rwanda. *As the genocide enters its tenth week and approaches
as many as half a million victims, further delay in pmvidigg the materiél and troops needed to
rotect the innocent is immoral and unconscionable,” HRW stated. The agency identified locations

in Rwanda where religious personnel awaited rescue.

An official of the Oxfam organization stated that “during the past months of slaughter, the
United States has been the key player in halting action on Rwanda, creating a series of excuses and

inventing problems that do not exist.”

U.S. Policy Response U.S. officials conducted the f:vcmmcm's first assessment trip
inside Rwanda since fleeing the country when the genocide began. U.S. Ambassador to Rwanda,
David Rawson, explained that the United States refused to characterize the massacres as genocide

because “as a responsible government, you don't just ﬁaround hollering ‘genocide.’” U.S.
Secretary of State Warren E‘hrist her questioned whether there was “any particular magic in
calling it genocide...” In private discussions, Ambassador Rawson told USCR that Rwanda was a
“Hutu country” and that the United States was reluctant to jam Rwanda's hate radio broadcasts

because “the U.S. has always stood for freedom of the airwaves."”

Genocide Week 12
USCR concluded a site visit to Rwanda and briefed U.S. officials and NGOs in

Washington D.C. regarding findings and recommendations. USCR informed authorities that
killings continued in Rwanda, but at a slower pace.

USCR issued an “Advocacy Action Alert” on June 27 offering 19 policy recommendations.
The “Action Alert” specified six exact sites where trapped Rwandans awaited protection by
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international troops, reiteruted the need to jam extremist radio broadcasts inciting massacres, and
urged international efforts to arrest suspected genocidaires still in Rwanda, in refugee camps, or
traveling intemationally, “Many militia leaders are escaping and a security risk in refugee
camps...,” we wamed. USCR stated that “shamefully passive” U.S. officials should declare
Rwanda's f:nocidnl regime illegitimate and should “acknowledge reality and declare that the
massacres in Rwanda constitute genocide as defined under intemational law.” The United States’
failure “10 confront the genocide constitutes a massive moral failure by the Clinton Administration
and an historically shameful abdication of moral leadership by the United States,” the agency

stated.

The UN Commission for Human Rights issued a special report on June 28, based on an
on-site investigation. The UN report declared that “genocide” had indeed occurred in Rwanda.
The investigators reported that the massacres "*being perpetrated at present are unprecedented in the
history of the country and even in that of the entire Africa continent, They have taken on an extent
unequalled in space and time." UN investigators said they were “absolutely certain” that the killing
“appears to be well-orchestrated.” The report concluded, “The massicres are all the more horrible
and terrifying in that they give the impression of being planned, systematic, and atrocious....
Whole families are exterminated... No one escapes, not ¢ven newboin babies.” The report noted
that the local radio station “does not hesitate to call for the extermination of the Tutsi, and it is
notorious for the decisive role that it appears to have played in the massacres. It is known as the

*killer radio station,’ and justifiably so.

U.S. Policy Response During the twelfth week of the genocide, the U.S. government
voted in the UN Security Council to authorize deployment of French troops to Rwanda., U.S.
officials continued to argue that jamming Rwanda’s hate radio would violate intemational

telecommunications law.

Genocide Week 13
USCR continued to brief U.S. officials about findings and recommendations from a

recently completed visit to Rwanda.  An editorial published by USCR reminded that “we should
not lose sight of the fact that the horrible atrocities...in Rwanda are still occurring.... Terified
civilians who have sought refuge are still in dire danger.” USCR issued a “Rwanda Fact Sheet"
recommending stronger U.S. efforts to speed UN troops to Rwanda. USCR called for increased
medical and other humanitarian aid inside Rwanda and urged the U.S. govemment to provide
diplomatic and resource support for rapid human rights documentation of the genocide in

preparation for eventual trials of genocidaires.

A coalition of 14 NGOs, including USCR, issued a “Statement on Rwanda Crisis' on June
30. The coalition stated that “‘the most pressing issue facing the United States today regarding
Africa is the apparent lack of policy toward the ongoing genocide in Rwanda.” The statement
urged the U.S. government to: *'provide immediate logistical and financial support for an African
ing force”; “take immediate action to shut down” hate radio broadcasts; and

pcacekcer
“acknowledge that the killing of several hundred thousand Rwandans is the result of a planned,

systematic genocide.”

U.S. Policy Response During the thirteenth week of genocide, the U.S. government
joined with other UN Security Council members in authorizing a “Commission of Experts” to

analyze genocide evidence.
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Genocide's Final Weeks
USCR issued a public advisory on July 12 drawing attention to the recent report by the UN

Commission on Human Rights investigating Rwanda’s genocide. “The report wanants special
attention,” USCR said. U Issued a July 20 statement urging humanitarian and diplomatic
support for Rwanda's new govemment in the aftermath of the dgoenocsdal regime's military defeat.
“Failure to adequately to the humanitarian needs inside Rwanda...will unnecessarily
reinforce the dependency and exile of refugees outside the country,” the statement advised.

USCR joined other NGOs and UN officials on a site visit to Rwanda and neighboring
countries in late July; the visit included the so-called Freach Zone in southwest Rwanda, where
French troops were dcploxcor.;t!3 and genocidaire leaders continued to circulate. On July 29, we
published an *Advocac on Alent” with 16 policy recommendations, and w that the newly
exiled regime of genocidaires “continues to disseminate its anda in the refugee camps,
terrorizing Hutu refugees...” USCR recommended that UN troops disarm genocidaires in the
refugee camps and detain them. “Remnants of the former regime appear to be preparing for a
future invasion of Rwanda. These hardline elements must not be permitted to continue their ways

in Zaire,"” USCR advised,

As the genocide subsided, 8 UN human rights official decried the international inaction: “It
seems...quite difficult to admit that in this century you can have a massacre of up to a half a million
people with everyone watching.”

U.S. Policy Response As the cam&:lg: of genocide drew to an end (later resumed and
continued into 1998 on a different scale), .S. government on July |5 withdrew official
diplomatic recognition from the Rwandan government that had perpetrated the genocide. One
week later, U.S. Ambassador Rawson returned to Kigali to meet with officials of the new

government.

<O

This lengthy summary is far from exhaustive. USCR and other NGOs made many efforts

not mentioned here to inform and prod U.S. officials toward effective action that never
materialized. The purpose of this compilation is to make the record crystal clear that the U.S.
government cannot say now that it did not know or understind what was happening then.

Yet that is exactly what President Clinton now claims. President Clinton told Rwandans
during his visit there in March that he personally "did not fully appreciate the depth and the speed
with which [Rwandans) were enguifed by this unimaginable terror.” Mr. Chairman, this is an

extraordinary statement.
If we take the President at his word, then we are left to believe that our massive U.S.

government—with all its intelligence ?uhering. analytic capacity, diplomatic contacts, and massive
resources—suffered a monumental failure by neglecting to inform n&m‘eg.intns own leader about
the clearest genocide the human race has seen in uean{ 50 years. Mr. Chairman, a govemmental
communications breakdown of that magnitude is worthy of close examination by Congress, the

State Department, the National Security Council, the Pentagon, and other pertinent arms of the
U.S. government,

An aliemnative explanation is that weak U.S. policies and the glaring lack of strong moral
leadership during the Rwandan genocide stemmed not from a lack of knowledge, but from a lack

of interest and political will.

49-306 98-7
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III. U.S. Policy Failures During the Genocide

The above review suggests numerous failures of U.S, policy. Govemment leaders from
the beginning refused to acknowledge that a true g:nocidc was occurring in Rwanda. This
massive failure~—or refusal—to recognize genocide and respond a&mmtcly against it was a
shameful moment and produced policies that were politically ineffe and at times
counterproductive. For example:

¢ U.S. officials and other world leaders refused to invoke the Genocide Convention, which
would have provided a legal framework to take action against the mass murders in Rwanda. The
non-response to the killing may have effectively permanently eviscerated the Genocide Convention

as a component of intemational law.

. U.S. leadership iu support of the withdrawal of UN peacekeeping troops as soon as the
genocide began effectively condemned hundreds of thousands of Rwandans to certain death and
gave the killers confidence that the world community would allow the genocide to proceed

uninterrupted.

. Even after the United States govemment reversed course and belatedly agreed to authorize
additional UN pencckecring troops, U.S. officials delayed the troop deployment for months,
effectively giving the killers in Rwanda a grace period to complete their campaign of geno ‘de.

. U.S. officials allowed their own bureaucratic technicalities to delay delivery of S0  ‘ored
vehicles for more than a month to several hundred UN peacekeepers who remained in Rwanda.
The poorly equipped UN soldiers saved the lives of thousands of Rwandans; more vehicles and
other basic equipment might have he,ljwed save tens of thousands of additional lives at no significant
cost or danger to the United States. Unwilling to commit U.S. soldiers or to deploy additional UN
troops rapidly, the failure to send urgently needed basic military equipment displayed a
lackadaisical attitude by U.S. officials that was careless and mean-spirited.

. The United States and other world powers refused repeated entreaties to shut down the
propaganda radio broadcasts of Rwanda’s genocidaires even though the vehement broadcasts were
clearly pivotal in inciting and sustaining genocide. The continued broadcasts helped create a new
humanitarian emergency by encouraging the exodus of more than 1 million Hutu Rwandan

refugees into neighboring Congo/Zaire.

. The U.S. government continued to grant diplomatic rccOfnition to the genocidaires during
their entire campaign of slaughter. This reluctance by U.S. officials to break diplomatic relations
sent the wrong message to extremists in Rwanda and to repressive regimes elsewhere in the world.

. The U.S. and other world powers failed to disarm or arrest genocidaires at their weakest
moment, during their retreat to refugee camps in neighboring countries. This set the stage for new
rounds of bloo&:hcd and regional instability that continue to this day, serious crippling Rwanda’s

recovery.

. Although some branches of the U.S. goveminent appeared to welcome information and
analysis from NGOs during the genocide, many State Department officials appeared uninterested in
receiving outside analysis, on USCR's experience. While near the Uganda-Rwanda border,
for example, Ambassador Rawson refused USCR's request that he travel with USCR into secure
areas of Rwanda to see first-hand the impact of the genocide. Failures such as this might have
compounded the State Depurtment’s lack of urgency and uncreative policy making.

10
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. U.S. humanitarian officials, including experts at OFDA, did not conduct assessment trips

into secure arcas of Rwanda until the eleventh week of the genocide. This slow reaction impeded

aid to genocide survivors and war victims inside the country, many of whom were suffering from
horrific wounds and trauma,

. By failing to acknowledge in a forthright manner that genocide—the ultimate crime against
hummilz:-wu occurring in Rwanda, U.S. leaders did not ly educate the American public
about what was happening and why. As a result, much of the public remains largely ignorant to
this day about the historic nature of the awful events that took place in Rwanda, and the lessons
that should be learned from Rwanda's tragedy.

<3<

In addition, M. Chairman, we would like to draw gour attention to a little-noticed report,

Lessons From the Rwanda Experience, published in March 1996 by 20 major humanitarian donor

%_z:emmnts. including the United States, and 18 intemational humanitarian assistance agencies.
report laid several specific failures at the doorstep of U.S. policy makers:

. “By omission and commission, the role of the United States was critical.... By not
utilizing its capacity to act, and its formal leadership role in the United Nations, the U.S. must take
considerable responsibility for the overall failure of the UN to respond” in a timely manner, the
report stated. “...By acts of omission, the United States ensured that neither an effective national
response nor a collective UN effort to mitigate the genocide materialized.”

. “In the shadow of Somalia, the American and UN observers misinterpreted events on the
ground [in Edtwanda] and exaggerated difficulties into an impotence to respond effectively,” the
report stated.

Y “Even such a concrete and seemingly clear-cut issue as hate radio was too problematic for
the international community to deal with,” the report concluded. “Although the vitriolic Radio
Milles Collines clearly qualified as harmful and attacked even members of the diplomatic corps in
Kigali, there was no decision to take forceful measures to silence it. Both the French and
American ambassadors opposed such action. [U.S.] Ambassador Rawson claimed that Radio
Milles Collines was the best radio for information, and its euphemisms were subject to many
interpretations.”

. “The idea of jamming the radio was discussed in a preliminary fashion” within the U.S.
ovemnment, the report said. But jamming never occurred in part because “the United States was
in principle wedded to a broad view of freedom of speech.”

<OC>C>

Mr. Chairman, a thorough and truly revealing probe of U.S. government failures during
the Rwandan genocide should include in-depth testimo%by officials who were in key decision-
making and fact collection positions during mid-1994. That roster would include former Secretary
of State Warren Christopher, former U.S. Ambassador to the UN Madeleine Albright, former
Assistant Secretary of State for Africa George Moose, former U.S. Ambassador to Rwanda David
Rawson, former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Africa Prudence Bushnell, Assistant
Secretary of State for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs John Shattuck, USAID
Administrator Brian Atwood, former Director of the Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance Nan

11
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Borten, former National Security Council Director for Africa Donald Steinberg, former DCM to
Rwanda Joyce Lieder, as well as numerous others. And, Mr. Chairman, the question must be
asked, what did the House of Representatives and the Senate of the United Stated do in a timely

way to force an effective response to the genocide?

It is regrettable that none of these people are testifying at this hearing. Their remarks would
be exucmcl{ vajuable in identifying mistakes and why those mistakes occurred. Someday their
voices should be heard if we are serious about strengthening U.S. policy making in moments of

crisis,

IV. Steps to Improve U.S. Policy Making and Response

It is the view of USCR that the failure by the United States and the international community
to respond appropriately to the Rwandan genocide in 1994 was not in any way, shape, or form a
failure caused by poor information or inadequate technology. Our private discussions with U.S.
officials and others during and after the genocide indicate that key of the U.S. government
had a food understanding of what was occurring on the ground in Rwanda. Therefore, post-
genocide discussions about the lack of “early warning” or similar defects are disingenuous, mere
smokescreens to divert attention from the obvious fact that U.S. policy makers simply chose not to

act.

The U.S. media’s general failure to report accurately what was occurring during the
genocide only facilitated the morally vacuous approach adopted at the time by the Clinton
Administration. With the American public confused and distracted, the Clinton Administration was
free to make a choice not to respond in any meaningful way to stop genocide.

That choice by U.S. officials did not end when the genocide “ended” in mid-1994. The
U.S. choice to remain passive continued throughout the next two years, as genocidaires rearmed in
eastern Congo/Zaire and resumed the genocide inside Rwanda. Once again, there was no lack of
understanding among U.S. officials about what was occurring in the refugee camps-cum-military
bases in Congo/Zaire. American authorities who needed to know, knew. Some NGOs took the
dramatic step of withdrawing from the camps in castern Congo/Zaire on moral grounds, citing the
control exerted in the camps by genocidaires and the resumption of military activity. Throughout
the refugee period of 1994-96, U.S. authorities chose the course of inaction. The U.S. strategy
was to wait for the situation on the ground in Central Africa to change itself, in hopes that U.S.
policy makers would be presented with a painless set of new policy options. As the situation in the
region continued to deteriorate into worsening bloodshed during 1996, the Rwandan government
took action to pursue its own national security interests, with all of the controversial implications

that action precipitated.

Mr. Chairman, U.S. policy toward Rwanda during 1994-96 was more frequently wrong
than right, more irresponsible than responsible. President Clinton seemed to offer an apology of
sorts during his visit to Rwanda, and he indicated that the U.S. government would “improve...our

system.” But what does this mean? It remains unclear what changes, if any, are being put in
place. In any case, how does one instill political backbone where one is lacking, or insert a moral

compass when the government’s is broken?

Part of the answer, we believe, is through accountability. The U.S. Committee for
Refugees encourages this Subcommittee to promote the creation of a commission to study the

12
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yerfonmnoe of the U.S. govemment pertaining 10 the senocide during the 33 months beginning
an 1994. The of the commission should be to depose, under oath, U.S.

offici y of them cited above—and others as necessary. commission should identify
the political and moral failures within the U.S. government that led to such tragic consequences,
and to formulate mechanisms for better accountability to help mitigate against such gross failures in
the future, Such a commission, composed of public and expert members, should report (0
Congress and the American people early next year.

Belgium and France have initiated special inquiries in an effort to understand their
ﬂ‘ovemmenu' roles during the 1994 genocide. Today’s hearing might be the start of a U.S.
quiry, but a single hearing lasting a few hours is hard‘lf sufficient in time or in scope to
thoroughly consider our own government's role. The United States of America, the world’s only
superpower, the essential leader within the UN, the country that regularly judges the actions of
r nations, should itself be held to the highest standard of accountability. Individual American
officials should be accountable for the decisions they made during the fatefully bloody weeks of

1994 and afterwards,

We at USCR believe that the appointment of a commission composed of official and public
participants to review thoroughly U.S. actions and inactions in 1994 is appropriate. Indeed, it
appears essential in order to educate and help the American people our own future leaders
understand our society’s massive failure to respond to genocide, the ultimate crime against

humanity.

V. Genocide’s Legacy in Rwanda Today

This Subcommittee has indicated that one purpose of this hearing is to examine “continuing
cycles of violence” in Rwanda in the aftermath of the 1994 genocide.

For a fuller discussion of this matter, we refer you to our report, Life After Death:
Suspicion and Reintegration in Post-Genocide Rwanda, published in February 1998. The report
examines the attitudes and psychology pervading Rwandan society four years after the genocide,
as well as security issues, governance, problems of land and housing, the economy, health needs,
food shortages, demographics, and other issues. The report contains 15 policy recommendations.
Copies of Life After Death are readily available from the U.S. Committee for Refugees.

Rarely in human history has a society insisted that all its geople live together again, side by
side, in the aftermath of genocide. That is, however, the task at hand in Rwanda. The people of
Rwanda are attempting to do what few societies in recorded history have ever done. In response to
the Armenian genocide earlier this century, the international community carved out an independent
nation for the Armenian people. After the Holocaust, the world created a sovereign Jewish state,
Israel. After the “killing fields” of Cambodia in the 1970s, hundreds of thousands of Cambodians
permanently resettled in other countries. In modem-day Bosnia, ethnic cleansing has produced

defacto separation.

Post-genocide Rwanda, however, is charting a dramatically different course. The country
and its people are trying to endure as one after being torn apart by an attempt to annihilate an entire
group. The challenge is, arguably, unique in modern times. Rarely has any society of any age
suffered genocide, civil war, massive refugee flight, hate propaganda, a culture of nity,
ongoing insurgency, and still managed to emerge intact.

13
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Deep concern about personal safety has become ingrained in Rwandans. The armed
insurgency by genocidaires—primarily in the northwest but occasionally erupting in other pockets
of the west—costs large numbers of lives and poisons attitudes nationwide. Counterinsurgency
offensives by the government military, the RPA, have killed innocent civilians as well as
genocidaires. Many Tutsl view the insurgency as f that the campaign of genocide continues
against them, that they are still being preyed upon in their own country. Many Hutu fear that they
might be victimized by revenge killings, detention, or other injustices.

This is the context for the current cycle of violence in Rwanda, Estimates of the death toll
in 1997 varicd widely, from 3,000 to 8,000, or more. International organizations, including the
UN Human Rights Field Operation in Rwanda and the UN High Commissioner for Refugees,
have limited their own presence in Rwanda's northwest conflict area due to fears about staff safety.
USCR conducted two sjte visits to northwest Rwanda late last year, and traveled to rural arcas
deep in the conflict area. The ?aucity of regular first-hand reporting of northwest Rwanda's
bloodshed is a major problem for the international community, and has intensified the sense of
isolation felt by many local residents who believe the intemational community has abandoned

them.
It is important to stress, Mr. Chairman, that there is another, more hopeful, side to this
bleak picture of violence. Rwanda's insurgency and the most egregious abuses by the RPA

primarily occur in the northwest comer of the country. By any measurement, the majority of
Rwanda remains relatively free of wholesale violence. Citizens in most areas of the country are

struggling to cope with social tensions in peaceful ways,

Unfortunately, the international community tends to oversimplify Rwanda. Many foreign
observers initially overestimated how quickly Rwandans could “reconcile” after the genocide of
1994 and massive refugee repatriation of 1996-97. More recent conventional wisdom threatens to

dismiss Rwanda incorrectly as a “lost cause.” On the contrary, the people of post-genocide
Rwanda are engaged in one of the most complicated social phenomenons in human history. They
have not yet succeeded, but they certainly have not yet failed. Rwandans' efforts to live together

again deserve the fullest and wisest support the United States can provide.
Recommendations to U.S. policy makers regarding current-day Rwanda:

¢ Sustain U.S, financial and diplomatic support for the Intenational Criminal Tribunal for

Rwanda.

* Help maintain a UN arms monitoring program in the region to enforce the existing arms embargo
against the former govemment of Rwanda.

+ Encourage Rwandan government's prosecution of abuses by RPA soldiers, particularly in the
northwest.

» Work with Rwandan officials, other Central African leaders, and UNHCR to improve adherence
to international refugee law and norms of refugee protection, which have been dangerously eroded

in the region.
* Provide aid that is flexibly tailored to the needs of different areas of Rwanda and different
segments of the Rwandan population.

14
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. mmuwm.mmmmum s proposed Great Lakes Justice Initiative to
strengthen Rwanda’s still-overwhelmed justice system.

* Make more resources available to Rwandans to facilitate individual counseling and national social
dialogue in the aftermath of the genocide and to lessen current social tensions.

* Provide resources and ¢ ment (o help make Rwandan govemment more tive in
ldtnd!ﬁin; and resolving mymdispumwhk h otherwise threaten to build mmmm among
many residents.

¢ Provide funding to conduct thorough assessments of Rwandan resettlement sites to ensure that
chosen sites can adequately support new

OO<>

We thank you Mr. Chairman, and Congresswoman McKinney, and all other Members of
this Subcomminee, for your interest in the well-being of the Rwandan people.
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Statement of Lionel A, Rosenblatt,
President of Refugees International
on RWANDA:
GENOCIDE AND THE CONTINUING CYCLE OF VIOLENCE
for a meeting of
the Subcommittee on International Operations and Human Rights
Committee on International Relations
U.S. House of Representatives
May §, 1998

Mr. Chairman, [ appreciate the opportunity to submit a written statement on the
occasion of the May §, 1998 Subcommittee on International Operations and Human Rights
open meeting regarding Rwanda: Genocide and the Continuing Cycle of Violence,

The recent history of the Great Lakes saw three failures of will on the part of the
United States to intervene and prevent massive loss of life. During the 1994 genocide the
U.S. blocked the deployment of additional peacekeepers to Rwanda and supported the
withdrawal of those already on the ground. Afier the Rwandan Patriotic Force's (now
Rwandan Patriotic Army, or RPA) victory over the genocidaires, and their retreat to eastern
Zaire, the UN pleaded with the U.S. and other donors to disarm the Hutu militias who
were asserting their control over the camps. Finally, in 1996, the U.S. undercut a
Canadian-led effort to deploy a force to save re.t;t‘x‘fm who were dispersed when the RPA
took the initiative to confront the genocidaires and break up the castern Zaire camps.
Though this latter cpisode is less well known than the genocide, the RPA and their
Congolese rebel allies herded and hunted innocent refugees on a death march across former
Zaire in which, according (o evidence collected by NGOs and the media, tens of thousands

perished of disease or were massacred.

Against this backdrop, President Clinton during his recent visit to Kigali took an
i t step in acknowledging the failure of his istration to res and promising
a vigorous effort to prevent any further mass bloodshed. The Great region continues
to be gri byaptwucwdcrish.mdueriouswroliadmdu vention will demand a
substantial investment of attention and political will. We will see in the coming months
whether the administration will follow through with the requisite strong sense of purpose.

In Kwanda, Burundi, and the Democratic blic of Congo there are persistent
ies, human rights abuses, and m:ftp:etm the govemments and their

insurgenc estrange
citizens. Refugees International recommends that the U.S. should take the following steps
to prevent another explosion of ethnic warfare and enhance stability:
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accountability in the DRC be upheld before any significant development aid -- aside
from humanitarian relief, health, and education -- be granted to Kinshasa. With the
planned summer Friends of Congo meeting approaching, the issue of coordination
among donors and international financial institutions is crucial.

.

relief agencies to be d.1o assist refugees still missing

hi rigis. It should also be remembered that many nefu;ees are still hiding out
in the Congolese forest or takinmfu e in local villages. Lack of cooperation by the
Kinshasa government with the UN High Commissioner for Refugees has disrupted that

agency's work in finding and assisting remaining refugees, a critical humanitarian
mission. -

BURUNDI

Former

Tanzanian President Julius Nyerere has been working for almost two years to convene
negotiations among all the parties involved in the Burundian conflict. With the recent
progress in cooperation between the Buyoya government and the Frodebu leadership of
the parliament, armed elements and extremist parties may feel compelled to play the role

of spoiler.

Burundi. While such a measure might not completely cut-off the ﬁow of arms into the

country, with serious enforcement measures, it would increase pressure on the
contending forces 1o seek a peace agreement. An international embargo
(complementing the embargo by Burundi's neighbors, who have called for a wider
ban) could be especially useful in pressuring key individuals operating in the

international arms market.

i jties, The army claims to prosecute soldiers who target civilians (a

commit atrocitics,
widespread problem), but when these claims are scrutinized, it is not clear that anyone

has really been punished. Only by carrging out transparent prosecutions can the
Government of Burundi begin to gain the confidence of the people.

0 1,

of the UN Human Rights xeration i
Burundi (as well as in Rwanda), Over a year ago, donor governments, the UN High
Commissioner for Human Rights, and the Government of Burundi agreed in principle
to expand the Centre's presence in the country to have 40 intemational monitors.
Because of lack of follow-through, the mission has never had more than 15 human

rights monitors,
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RWANDA

* Suppont the Rwandan government’s counterinsurgency against the Interahamwe while

Takincf cognizance of the growing level of insurgent violence in Rwanda, the U.S,
should support Rwandan efforts (o counter this violence, while simultaneously
ressing for respect for basic human rights. New flows of refugees into Tanzania have
en ﬂccin? the violence. Recent prosecutions by the government of its soldiers who
are guilty of atrocities are a positive step and a model for neighboring Burundi..

i yer constituencies who are
2L€] i i j learly Kigali cannot be expected
to negotiate with forces whose platform is genocide. However, the government can

solidify public confidence by expanding its outreach and making policies and
appointments, thereby basing its legitimacy on a more broadly representative

governance.

1RO

GENOCIDE PREVENTION

If the fighting in

Rwanda, Burundi, or eastem Congo threatened to escalate into a genocide,
governments and the UN would be forced to assemble a peacekeeping force from
scratch, a process that has proven time-consuming each of the many times it has been
tried. The only way to boost the international community's ability to respond is to
assemble, organize, and train an multi-national contingent ready to be deployed at a
moment’s notice. Rather than dedicating U.S. military units to the Force, it could be
comprised purely of volunteers. Congressmembers who are wary of the commitment
of American forces should support this Froposal as a way to make UN peacekeeping a
robust first resort before U.S. personnel are called into service.

With President Clinton's renewed pledge to prevent genocide, the key test question is:
if a Rwanda-like situation breaks out tomorrow, is the United States better prepared in
1998 than it was in 19947 Only by developing a mechanism for rapid deployment will

Clinton be able to make good on his promise of “never again.”
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ANNALS OF DIPLOMACY

THE GENOCIDE FAX

The United Nations was warned about Rwanda. Did anyone care?
OY PHILIP GOUREVITCH

E were surprised,” 2 Rwan-
dan diplomat told me af-
ter the Secretary-General

of the United Nations, Kofi Annan,
announced that he would be visiting
Rwands this week, “Many people in my
country are not happy with Mr. Annan.
He was the head WU.N. peacekeep-
ing when U.N. peacekeepers nllowedp ]
genocide in Rwanda. But let him come,
and he can hear about it directly.” In fact,
Annan’s staff say, the Secretary-General
plans to acknowledge the United Na-
tions' sorry record in Rwanda, in the
hope of establishing his credibility
there. The Rwandan diplomat wondered
whether Annan would also answer some
uestions. "“There is the affair of the
ax-—~—the famous fax,” he said. “Many
people have heard of it, and everyone
would like to know more.”

The famous fax is dated January 11,
1994—three months before the state-
sponsored genocide, in which members
of the Hutu majority massacred at least
cight hundred thousand people from the
‘Tutsi minority and also tens of thousands
of Hutus who opposed the genocidal
regime. The fax, headed “Request for
Protection for Informant,” was sent
Major General Roméo Dallaire, the U.N,
force commander in Rwanda, to peace-
keeping headquarters in New York, and it
reported in starting detail the prepara-
tions that were under way to carry out

isely such an extermination campaign.

Dallaire's informant was a former
member of the security stafl of Presi-
dent Juvénal Habyarimana, Rwanda's
Hutu dictator. At the time of the fax,
the informant was being paid about
a thousand dollars & month~a k'ingly

wage in Rwanda—by Habyarimana's po-
litical to compile ists of Tutsis and
to train the militiamen known ss the
interabamoe (“those who attack together”)
to kill them.

o i cipel iy Englh, and
speaks, in 8 clipped military Engl
his telegraphic prose underscored the ur-

of his message. The that his
.N. blue helmets were tmmda to
keep was a fiction. Throughout the carly
nineties, government-sponsored mas-
sacres of Tutsis had become 8 regular oc-
currence, and Habyarimana's political and
military cronies, whose ideology was
known simply as Hutu Power, wanted
them to continue, Their plan, according
to Dallaire’s informant, was once again to
“provoke a civil war,” and, as part of that
lan, Belgian troops, who tormed the
Kackboneofdwu. . force, “were to be
provoked and if Belgian soldiers resorted
to force a number of them were to be
killed and thus guarantce Belgian with-
drawal from Rwanda.” In the meantime,
Dallaire’s informant had been “ordered to
register all Tutsi in Kigali," and Dallaire
wrote, “He suspects it is for their extermi-
nation. Example he gave was that in
twenty minutes his personnel could kill
up to & thousand Tutsis.”

As it happened, everything Dallaire’s
informant told him came true three
months later. “He believes the President
does not have full control over all ele-
ments of his old party/faction,” Dallaire
wrote, and, sure enough, on April 6,
1994, Habyarimana was assassinated—a
move that created & pretext for the most
radical elements of Hutu Power to seize
control of the state and implement their
program. The next moming, Rwandan
troops captured, tortured, murdered, and
mutilated ten Belgian blue helmets,
whereupon Belgium—Rwunda's former
mwmwmned the rest of its force

home,m%eﬂng ing the collapse of the U.N.
mission, During the hundred days that
followed Habyarimana’s death, an aver-
age of more than five Tutsis were mur-
dered every minute in Rwanda, and it be-
came clear that Dallaire’s informant had
not ted the industrial killing ca-
pacity of the infeabamuwe.

Why had Dallaire’s source told him
30 much? Because, Dallsire wrote, “he
dlnqrm with anti-Tutsi extermina-
tion.” The informant had offered to as-
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+
sist the UN. force in raiding intrrebenvr o Dallsire spun into my office.
wespons caches, and all he asked in re- mdnm&uﬁnbdhi’r‘zhh
wm wm UN. jon for himuelf, his was also labelled *most i iste,” and
wife, and their jour children. Dallaire was its subject was *Contacts with Informant.”
cager 0 act. He sanounced his intention It had been sent under the name of Kofi
to raid an arme cache within thirty-six Annan, beasing the signature of Igbal
hours, and he recommended that his w~ Rizs, who was Annans deputy in the
nmnmNewYotkwpd\cm peacckeeping office and is now his chief

“evacusted out of Rwanda.* of staff.

ARE'S fux was, of confi e o Dl cmopamonw‘

s fax was, of course, 3 ] quarsters, i t the * j
dential document, and it remained con * in his fae—and the exten-
secret until November of 1995, when it sion of protection to the informant—
wudﬁ{m::dfhdn!u\doowmA could not be allowed under the Rwanda
copy of the fax was then published in keeping mandate i d by the
Belgium, where the news that the United Security Council. Instesd, Dallire was
Nations had known for months of instructed that if he was “convinced that
Hutu Power's intention the information pro-
to massscre Belgian QUTISING €008 rALa . " vided by informant
noBulmwd. h.d o oy Lskll’:o utely relia-
allsire had la- - B SAR] . " share it
belled his fax “most ORIV LOME %: INVIAL with President Habys-
immediate,” sddressed YoRX timana, and inform
it to his superior in T Pesslitu- o0t AS MO WIEIDO-0407} him that the activities
scekeeping—Ma- SAT I of the interadamwe
or General Masu- o “represct & cleas threat
rice Baril, & fellow- " to the pesce ?mcut'
Québécoie—snd sgned e " and s “clear violation®
off in French: *Prux ¢r e v . . . ' ddn'muszﬂr
we veux. Allens-y.® s FORUY CIOUIOIR WVT N MY WITH INPORADY Yhmy viRy secure ares.” laire
e ianvu SRaReT et B e AT ™ L o o e
his information with

there's & way. Let's
go.") Reports soon
sppesred in the Bel-

had been: Let's not.
Dallaire, the reports
uid,lhnd bcendu- re sk
ressly instructed to ;
lfdnin from taking (top) in 1
any direct preventive action. But the
document containing these instructions
failed to surface, and its author remained
unidentified, so it was impossible to
 determine how high in the U.N. hieras-
chy Dallaire's fax had gone. Had it
reached the Under-Secretary-General
for Pescekeeping Openations, Kofi An-
nan? The Secretary-General, Boutros
Boutros-Ghali? The Security Council?
With Annan's elevation to the office
of Secretary-Genenl last year, the ques-
tions only intensified, causing Annan's

g't:'n mbum rsp o':thit.i But
Qwrmbodywi&mtoU.N.ﬁl«db-
b

agreed with Eckhard, and one day my fax
machine rang snd 8 copy of the missing

or '
AINS VBAE O TAMEY 38 90 ovposiyion
ANO BELOIAN SCLOLING. TENY WOMED YO
(85169 PIRCO UPON) JOM ORIV ITAATORS
iu“"m wvmnnhmmt:m
3 $0L01088 mmnw P o
AXD TS GUIRAITES

gian press explaining
that J:‘mpmfmm v
!U.N. hesdquarters ?ﬁ u &“'

This week, Secretary-General Kofi Annan trawels to Ruwanda, wbere

whe saw 4 fax wnt by Canadian General Romdo Dallaire
, l‘(ldl/m‘! the Flutu governments plam /br‘m,

diers had been

the Ambassadors to
Rwanda from Bel-
iuni, France, and the
nited rSmw-»du
foreign -
Q!T:?Rmndnm~
called peace process.
Never mind that
Dallaire’s informant

had explicity described

the plans to exterminate Tutsis and assas-
vinate Belgians as emanating from Hab-
yarimana's court;
peace-treaty violations should be re-
ported to the President, snd New York
sdvised Dallaire, “You should sssume that
he"—Habyarimana—*is not aware of
these sctivities, but insist that he must
immediately look into the situstion.”
Dallaire did as he was told, and—but
for the genocide—that might have been
the end of the matter. Not susprisingly,
Dallaire's informant
and last year, when the
ished & commission to sort out the
circurnstances under which somne of its sol-

the mandate said that

informing,
lgian Senate

while on duty

for the UN., Kofi refused to allow



“What the bell do you want? You know this is my busiest day, Mother!”

General Dallaire to testify. In a letter to

the Belgian government, Annan

that past and present U.N. oﬂi:lgh"mﬂ
provected by diplomatic immunity, and he
dsdnotmbowwmngdumnnmmtx
was “in the interest of the Organization.

Rwanda and pretend that he has dealt
with this matter responsibly? How could
such a fax not be passed on
to the Security Council and all the
member states? How can we be left to
wonder whether even the Secretary-
General*—Boutros-Ghali—"saw it?*
Last year, I read Dallaire’s fax to one
of B Ghali's closest aides, who

"'I‘H!: issue here is a lack of judg-
ent and historical h
nBelgmmmr.w{ao
hswnmnmmlboolunboutmein-
ternati ';u, tot}:;" d:
genocide, told me recently. T would like
to know if ever before, in the years since
1945, the U.N. has received a fax or
s cable announcing an extermination.
Look st that word: ‘extermination'—
registering Tutsis, killing & thousand
Tutsis in twenty minutes. You should be
alarmed by that. You should think of the
{mlmﬂydm\undmmdn.hw
t Clinton is obliged to
for fund-raising ”uz»mdw
White House
mt.mdwenulkmgnbwummion
killed, 20 I think the U.N. should
How can anyone sensi-
bly think of reporting the crimes of the
President of Rwanda to the President of

mdduthehndmm“he;"dofnbefom
“It's astonishing,” he ‘an amazing
document, mansdiblydrmunc 1 never
hutdoﬁnyﬂ\mghhdm,mdlﬁndn
incredible to imagine that it could not
reach the General. This is all
tulevdo(dmmdmldm\mnzt:
experiencing except once or twice

last five years at the U.N. It just incred-
ible that a fax like that come in
and not be noticed.”

In fact, by 1996 Boutros-Ghali was
at least aware of Dallaire’s fax, because
he referred to it, in an introduction to a
volume on Rwands, saying, “Such situs-
tions and alarming reports from the
field, though considered with the utmost
seriousness by United Nations officials,
are not uncommon within the context of

peace-keeping operations.”

MWWW!LWA

When I resd Boutros-Ghali's words
toDmgxlw.lc;\:ddmm&ob:‘uBhim
shuddering over rus-
oscks. “Not he said. "Exter~
mination? No no n0.” Last week, | asked
Iqbal Riza, Annan’s deputy, whethes
Boutros-Ghali would heve seen the cor-

e *He should have,” Riza mid,

i t accoeding o “standard
tice every code cable or every fiax of this
nature will be copied to the Secretary-
Genenal's office” and then sorted by "s
staff that decides what to him.”

meomaum'mu
was certain “Boutros didnt see the ac-
tual document,” butdmitwuhkdyhe
had “keard the essence of it, in sum-
mary.” Riza said, “That's credible.” Dur-
mgtlmpenod,dulyab!etnﬁcwu'l
stack sbout a foot high,” Riza explained,
and Dallaire’s fax “was not & report on a
scrious incident, where there were cas-
ualties, or something like tlm. but
“something that was forecast.” If the
forecast had come true “a week later or

" Riza said, then *T think they
wouldhavtwd,'Yu.dmudﬁs&x,
and this is what happened.’”

fnctdml(oﬁ:;ymmmmeu
inted atop the to Dallaires
e mﬂ\;ummd\orf;ut
leuttbconculnnu responsible for its
contents. But Riza, whose signature sp-
pears on the response to Dallaires fax,
claims that that wasn't the case. At the
time, he said, the United Nations was
overseeing seventeen mis-
sions, and “there was no way that one
pummldlook:fwdmndl.‘Sodw
ties in New York were divided, and Riza
found himself in charge of Rwanda. *1
was responsible,” he said, adding, “This
is not to say that Mr. Annan was oblivi-
mofwlmwumonNo.hhmnnf
my responsibili to in-
fomwdmd.mzﬂ,toukbf:rp
when [ felt that was necessary. So
have scen this peper, maybe, you know,
whenever he had time—two or three days
later, when he went through hnm?es.
So that takes care of that question.
In hindsight, Riza told me, “you can
see all this very clearly—when you are sit-
ting with your papers before you, with
your music on, or whatever, and you can
‘Ah.look.dmhhn.'Whmit‘shp-
in the heat of the moment, it's
ehe.” He described the Dal-
haire fax as just one piece of an ongoing
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daily communication."We get hyperbole
inmmy:epom.'lumd.tddmgthu.m
the months that followed, “incidents con-
unued,butdmmmmwemobw
rate” Dallaire’s warning.

Riza reminded me that the Belgian,
French, and United States Embassies in
Rwanda had been sdvised of Dallaire's
information, “If those governments, es-
pecially the Belgians, had serious fears
about what was going to happen, do you
think they would have kept quiet?” he
asked. would have battered down
our doors.” On the other hand, Riza
stressed that the caution with which the

Rwanda paodw:g:xg mandate was in-
terpreted had to be understood in the
context of the moment—and the con-

text was *the shadow of Somalia.”
During 1993, dozens of peacekeep-
ers died mm In themmoﬁ
spectacular i ts, twenty- Pak-
istanis serving with the U.N. and eigh-
teen American soldiers serving under
their own command were killed. The
American deaths occurred in October,
and Riza said, *If we had gone to the
Security Council three months after
Somalia, I can assure you no govem-
ment would have said, ‘Yes, here are our
boys for an offensive operation in
Rwands.™ How could he be so sure?
Because, one of his aides told me, even
in April of 1994, when the body count
in Rwanda was leaping from the tens of
th ds to the hundreds of thou-
sands, the Security Council did not see
fit to act. And another U.N. staffer said,
*“You do understand, I hope, that when
we are talking about Rwanda and we
speak of member states, we are speaking

rmmlunbouthlun@on
t was true that the Clinton Adminis-

tration had lost its appetite for Twe-
oonufmSomnln. n the

Dumls.wlmhunwnwd
to & checklist of reasons to avoid involve-
ment in UN. ing missions. It

dutnoAmumuoopc
were involved in Rwanda; whc: l:\.e
genocide began, the Administration
icy was that the U.N. should get out of
Rwanda completely, and the original
force of two thousand five hundred
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dead piled up in Rwandas, the United
States successfully obstructed the Secu-
rity Council from heeding their call,
*We—~the international commu-
nity—«;honld have been more active

in the carly stages of the strocities in
A g S e
Albright said last on a visit to
ing the stage for President
Clinton's more forceful apology, this
spring in Kigali. In the same spirit,
Annan's staff are fond of s ng, “The
whole world failed meda Anmn
himself recently told the French

per Libération, °I remember uymg
at the time, ‘It & genocide does not
push us to intervenc, what can make us
budge?™ It wus 8 good question. Once
the current round of mes culpas is over,
we will still be left to wonder whether
the genocide might have been thwarted
before it had begun.

N May 2, 1994, when the extermi-
nation of Tutsis was at its peak in
Rwanda, Kofi Annan travelled to Wash-
on to' address a Senate hearing on
U. . peacekeeping operations. In the
course of his testimony, he said, “Un-
der our rules of engagement, they™
peacekeepers—*have the right to de-
fend themselves, and we define self-
defense in & manner that includes pre-
emptive military action to remove those
armed elements who are preventing
you from doing your work. yet ous
commanders in the field, whether in So-
cent about using force.”

In the light of Dallaire’s fax, Annan’s
failure to mention Rwanda is striking.
After all, Dallaire hadn't asked for the
permission that Annan denied him, to
take predmptive action against the Hutu
Power arsenals; he simply announced his
plan to raid weapons caches. Dallaire has
said that he considered such action to be
et s e o gy s

t, and he
that with five thousand well-equi
men he could have saved h of
thousands of lives in Rwanda.

Last September, Dallaite went on

Rwands, ‘I f\lll“;'fl o mu?o"
in ‘I'm respo r
the decisions of the ten Belgian soldiers

e

dymg,ofodmdymg,ofmmlofm
cause we ran out of medical supplics, of
fifty-six Red Cross people being killed,
of two million pwtemgduphmd
and made and about & million
Rwandans being killed—because the
mission failed, and I consider myself in-
dmm!ymvolvedthhdutmpombd~
ity.” But Dallsire resisted ing the
buck® to the U.N. system. Instead, he
it on to the member states of the
ity Council and the General As-
sembly. If, in the face of a genocide, gov-
ernments fear placing their soldiers at
mk."dxendon'nendwldnm,tendBoy
Scouts,” he said.
*T haven't even started my real moum-
ing of the apathy and the abeolute detach-
ment of the international community—

to be very can-
did nnd soldierly, vtv‘l?g' the hmmd
sbout Rwanda? ... We know the geno-
cide of the Second World War because
the whole outfit was involved. ... Who
really that more were
killed, injured, and in three and
a half months in Rwanda than in the
whole of the Yi ian campaign, in
which we sixty thousand troops
and more. The whole of the Western
world is there—we're pouring billions in
there, and we're still in there trying to
solve the problem. Who is really trying
to solve the Rwandan problem? Who is
mmngkmndundmllthnlgnmd
living with the consequences? I mean,
there are hundreds of Rwandans whom I

nonmdablekg:lymddummnmal
communif warching.”
Ddhu'eywamumfotmuheﬁced
the camer; his hair was closcly
; he his square jaw

ou ; his chest was dappled wil
decorations. He said, “The root of it
is: What does the international commu
nity really want the U.N. mdo?‘He
said, “The U.N. simply wasn't given the
tools.” And he said, “We did not want to
take on the Rwandan Ammed Forces and
the interedemw.”

Listening to Dallaire, I wondered,
Wwﬂ?hppemﬂ&xﬁhehnm
to arvive at UN. headquarters todsy? ¢



196

Ot HUNORED PrtH Conoaas
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES
COMMITTERE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WASHINGTON, DC 20515

TELEPHONE: (202 128.5021

Agpeil 24, 1998

The Honorable William J. Clinton
President of the United States

I am writing you in yet another sttempt to obtain a complete picture of United States
involvement with the Rwandan military during the the past few years.

. At a December 4, 1996 hearing of the Subcommittee on International Operations and
Human Rights, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Vincent Kem publicly assured me that the
United States "ha[s] not provided Rwanda with any of the sort of basic military training that . . .
you would get at Fort Bragg.” In his words, U.S. involvement extended only to "the softer,
kinder, gentler side of the military training.” It now sppears that those assurances were not true.

In August of 1997, Under Secretary of Defense Walter Slocombe provided information to
the Committee on International Relations indicating that the United States had indeed provided
basic military training (such as marksmanship and tactical skills) to members of the Rwandan
Patriotic Army (RPA). As you are no doubt aware, the RPA has been implicated in atrocities,
including the apparent mass murder of noncombatants, that were committed in eastern Congo
and Rwanda beginning in late 1996.

Prompted by those revelations, [ wrote you a letter nine months ago, on August 28, 1997,
asking for an explanation of United Staies involvement with the Rwandan military. Among
other things, I asked for "detailed information about U.S. military education and training given to
members of the Rwanda anmed forces," as well as details of the public information and
psychological operations ("Psy-Ops") undertaken by U.S. personne! in that region during
November 1996.
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In response, | have received letters from you, from Assistant Secretary of State Barbara
Larkin, and from the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs (ISA),
Franklin Kramer. While I appreciate the information that has been provided so far, it does not
constitute anything approaching a complete answer to the questions I posed. It also appears that
my questions deliberately were read as narrowly as possible, with the result that | have not
received much information that is responsive to the obvious point of my request.

For example, the Department of Defense provided the Subcommittee with five large
boxes of materials that included extensive language training and rule of law course materials
used in Rwanda. However, those materials did not contain any information pertaining to U.S.
Joint Combined Exchange Training (JCET) exercises in Rwanda - the source of the
marksmanship training that had prompted many of the concerns expressed in my August letter.

When my staff contacted the Department of Defense regarding that omission, ISA staff
inexplicably stated that they had not understood my information request as covering JCET
activity, After my staff emphasized that the JCET issue was the obvious focus of my request,
ISA provided the Subcommittee with a three page summary of the "topics” that had been covered
during U.S. JCET exercises with RPA troops. That summary, which raises additional concemns
about the training given to the RPA, hardly constitutes the "detailed information"” I requested last

November,

Furthermore, some of the information regarding Psy-Ops and public information
activities provided in Assistant Secretary Kramer's January 13, 1998 letter appears to contradict
information attached to Under Secretary Slocombe's August 19, 1997 letter to the Committee on
Intemnational Relations,

According to Under Secretary Slocombe, a U.S. Public Information Mobile Training
Team (MTT) was deployed in Rwanda from November 2 to November 27, 1996 and "[e]ffective
19 November [1996], . . . was attached to the JTF's Joint Psychological Operations Task Force
(JPOTF) and remained with the JTF throughout the remainder of the redeployment.” That team
trained Rwandan Defense Ministry personnel on "product development (print, posters, video, and
radio)" and “also produced a leaflet and loudspeaker/radio messages for use at the border."

However, according to Assistant Secretary Kramer, "[tJhe MTT concluded its activities in
mid-November 1996 . . . upon arrival in the region of Joint Task Force (JTF)" and “did not
prepare or distribute any public information products.” I have not yet received a coherent,
detailed account of what both the JPOTF and the Public Information MTT were doing in the
period leading up to the mass repatriation of Rwandan refugees in December 1996.

In sum, I am still seeking a complete, forthright account of United States involvement
with the Rwandan military in the period leading up to and including both the mass repatriation of
Rwandan refugees in December 1996 and the triumph of Alliance (ADFL) forces over the
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Mobutu regime in May 1997. To that end, I would like to be provided with the following
categories of information:

O

@

Detailed information regarding all phases of all JCET exercises in Rwanda since
1994 (including but not limited to JCET Falcon Gorilla and JCET Falcon Racer)

including but not limited to:
. initial JCET event proposals for all exercises; and

. complete After Action Reports for all JCET exercises (including but not
limited to general descriptions, dates, location of operations and personnel,
objectives and assessments, limitations, lists of Rwandan participants, and

photo coverage).

Detailed information regarding the location and activities of the Joint
Psychological Operations Task Force (JPOTF) and the Public Information MTT
deployed during November and December 1996 including but not limited to:

. a list of all locations visited by any members of the JPOTF or the MTT
(including information about whether any member of either team crossed
the Rwandan border and entered Zaire);

. detailed descriptions of all activities undertaken by all members of both
the JPOTF and the MTT during that deployment;

. detailed information about the content and results of JPOTF and MTT
interviews with returning Rwandan refugees, including but not limited to
all documents (such as reports, cables, and notes) prepared by U.S.
personnel relating to those interviews;

. copies/transcripts of all products produced or distributed by the JPOTF
and the MTT;

. copies/transcripts of all products produced or distributed by Rwandan
personnel trained by the JPOTF or the MTT; and

. copies of all materials relating to the training of Rwandan personnel by the
JPOTF and the MTT (such as training materials regarding campaign
planaing, target audience analysis, media selection, and target
development, as well as other documents produced in connection with the
Rwanda deployment).
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(3) A detailed description of all funding, equipment (both lethal and non-lethal), and
training provided by the United Siates (either directly or through third parties) to
the Rwandan military and other forces active in the conflict in castern Zaire, Such
information would include, but is not limited to:

. a list of all equipment provided by the United States to the Rwandan
military from FY 1994 10 the present (other than the IMET and de-mining
equipment already disclosed in the attachments to Under Secretary
Slocombe's August 19, 1997 letter to Chairman Gilman);

) information regarding whether materie! that the United States procured for
or provided to other pasties (such as Uganda) found its way into the hands
of the RPA, the ADFL, or other forces active in the conflict in esstern
Zaire during late 1996 and early 1997;

. information regarding whether any U.S. personnel helped the RPA or
ADFL forces acquire equipment from non-USG sources (such as private
security contractors) foc use in the conflict in eastern Zaire during late
1996 and early 1997;

. a detailed description of all U.S. training given to members of the RPA
and other forces active in the conflict in eastern Zaire during late 1996 and
early 1997 (including but not limited to all training conducted in third
countries, such as African Crisis Response Initiative training exercises
conducted in Uganda).

(4) A complete account of all information regarding the location of refugee
populmonsinusngdeongolhattheUnitedSmhumvidedmﬁw
Rwandan government since October of 1996.

I would appreciate receiving this information promptly, and I hope that fusture answers
will include the relevant detail and candor that have been lacking so far. Please do not hesitate to
contact me or the Subcommittee staff with any questions that you or other members of your
Administration may have about this request. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

LAty

Christopher H. Smith
Chairman, Subcommittee on International
Operations and Human Rights
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Senator Alain Destexhe

Member of the Parliament of Belgium
President, International Crisis Group
26, rue des Minimes

B-1000 Bruxelles

Belgium

May 5, 1998

The Honorable Benjamin Gilman

Chairman
House Committee on International Relations

2170 Rayburn Building
Washington. DC 20515-6128

Dear Congressman Gilman:

I'am writing to recommend that the United States Congress undertake an investigation into the
events surrounding the 1994 genocide in Rwanda. During that time, I was the Secretary General
of Médecins sans Frontiéres (Doctors without Borders). In this capacity, I visited Rwanda just
before and just after the genocide. In 1995, | became a Member of Parliament and initiated the

Belgian Senate Committee of Inquiry on the Rwandan genocide.

Our Committee of Inquiry heard testimony from 95 witnesses, including Belgian Ministers.
Diplomats and members of the Military. The Committee also consulted all documents from 1993
and 1994 in the Foreign Affairs and Defense Ministries, including all correspondence between

Kigali and Brussels.

Two main questions were addressed: Before the genocide, were the Belgian authorities and
others aware of the fact that it was under preparation? Afier the genocide started on 7 April,
1994, why did the UN decide to withdraw almost all its forces from Rwanda?

Concemning the period before the genocide. our Committee concluded that:

=...at the latest in mid-January 1994, the Belgian authorities had a series of relevant information
reparding. if not the preparation of genocide. at least the existence of the preparation of large
scale massacres ... On the other hand. several actors (UN. other states...) that had the same type

of information did not give it the necessary importance...."” (page 506)

Although the Committee decided not to be more specific about the “other states.” this is clearly a
reference to France and the United States. We based that conclusion on various evidence, in
particular documents from the files of the Belgian Ministries of Defense and Foreign Affairs.
Among others. we found 19 documents in which there is mention of a Machiavellian plan of de-
stabilization and massacres. There is no reason to believe that similar information was not at the
disposal of the American and.French Ambassadors and the UN Representatives.
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Most important is a cable sent on January 11, 1994, almost three months before the genocide. by
General Dallaire, the Commander of the UN forces in Rwanda (UNAMIR), to the UN
Headquarters in New York. based on information provided to him by a key informer. This cable
revealed a fairly detailed plan explaining how the genocide was organized in Kigali. It mentions
that the principal aim of Interhamwe (the militia of the President's party) in the past was to
protect Kigali from the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF). He noted that a campaign was under
way by Interhamwe to register all Tutsi in Kigali, he says he suspected that this was for their
extermination. He quotes an Interhamwe informant as saying that in twenty minutes his

personnel could kill up to 1,000 Tutsi.

This cable’s importance cannot be overestimated. How many times has the United Nations
received from its Force Commander in a country a warning of a possible, even probable,

extermination?

In the cable. General Dallaire announced his intention to take action within 48 hours and
requested protection for his informer. UN Headquarters answered that the action he had planned
1o take was not authorized because it did not fall within the UNAMIR mandate. Dallaire was
instructed to contact the three ambassadors from Belgium, France and the United States, and ask
them to intervene with President Habyarimana of Rwanda. He was also instructed to request

from these countries protection and asylum for his informer.

The contents of the cable were shared with the American, French and Belgian Ambassadors in
Kigali. According to the special representative of Secretary General Boutros Ghali. “They
expressed serious concem and indicated that they would consult with their capital and would act
accordingly.” On January 13. 1994, all three ambassadors met President Habyarimana and
expressed their concern that the Arusha Peace Agreements (which were supposed to bring a
peaceful transition in Rwanda) were being violated by his political party and his supporters.
Apant from this. very little was done to stop the perpetrators of the genocide. I strongly believe
that if General Dallaire's cable had been widely publicized at the time, the genocide could have

been avoided.

We should remember that nearly one million people were killed in less than three months in
Rwanda in 1994. We should also recall that the Rwandan killings were an attempt to eradicate an
entire people. and as such constitute one of very few unequivocal genocides in the twentieth
century. A crime of this nature and scale demands full investigation. The Rwandan genocide
demonstrated that the lesson of the Holocaust still has not been leamed. At the end of the day,
everyone is accountable for their actions when genocide crimes against humanity are at stake.
Belgium. France. the United States and the United Nations also share a responsibility for not
doing more - indeed, doing almost nothing - 10 prevent or stop the killings. The genocide of the
Tutsi in Rwanda took place in a country where 2,500 UN blue helmets were deployed and
supposed to maintain peace and protect human lives. They could have prevented the killings.

both before and during the genocide.
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The role of Belgium in this tragedy has been fully examined by the Belgian Senate Committee.
That of France Is currently being investigated in the French Parliament. The victims, but also
humanity at large, deserve to know the full truth conceming the two others major international

players - the United States and the United Nations.

To conclude, I would first like to note that | fully welcome the initiatives of the Clinton
Administration to prevent further genocide and bring justice in the Great Lakes region, initiatives

which were taken after the presidential trip to Affica. 1

However, more needs to be done. A full investigation on the part of the United States can help to
improve the chances that such suffering will not be repeated. In attempting to move forward. the
past must be taken in account. The 1994 genocide remains a central issue to understanding the
situation in the Great Lakes region. It also highlighted the deep inadequacies in the way the
international community responds to signs of impending crisis. We cannot prevent future
tragedies if we do not come to terms with the past: in the United States as in Belgium, that
process must involve examining the role this government played in Rwanda in 1994.

Sincerely,

\ e

Alain Destexhe
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The recent history of the Great Lakes saw three failures of will on the part of the
United States to intervene and prevent massive loss of life. During the 1994 genocide the
U.S. blocked the deployment of additional peacekeepers to Rwanda and supported the
withdrawal of those already on the ground. After the Rwandan Patriotic Force’s (now
Rwandan Patriotic Army, or RPA) victory over the genocidaires, and their retreat to eastern
Zaire, the UN pleaded with the U.S. and other donors to disarm the Hutu militias who
were asserting their control over the camps. Finally, in 1996, the U.S. undercut a
Canadian-led effort to deploy a force to save refugees who were dispersed when the RPA
took the initiative to confront the genocidaires and break up the eastern Zaire camps.
Though this latter episode is less well known than the genocide, the RPA and their
Congolese rebel allies herded and hunted innocent refugees on a death march across former
Zaire in which, according to evidence collected by N and the media, tens of thousands

perished of disease or were massacred.

Against this backdrop, President Clinton during his recent visit to Kigali took an
important step in acknowledging the failure of his administration to Tjﬁoﬂd and promising
es region continues

a vigorous effort to prevent any further mass bloodshed. The Great
aimed at prevention will demand a

to be gri;:sed by a protracted crisis, and a serious poligvy
substantial investment of attention and political will. We will see in the coming months
whether the administration will follow through with the requisite strong sense of purpose.

In Rwanda, Burundi, and the Democratic Republic of Congo there are persistent

insurgencies, human rights abuses, and estrangement between the governments and their
citizens. Refugees International recommends that the U.S. should take the following steps

to prevent another explosion of ethnic warfare and enhance stability:
DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF THE CONGO

. DD DI ., .»1" 'l Ll ! RGO ;,' .A f
The intemational
community must be firm and unified in an insistence that human rightsand
accountability in the DRC be upheld before any significant development aid -- aside
e s of G g pproscyin. e 540 O Cooninaion

anned summer 0 ng, ina
among donors and inmulonC:l"x:lnc ial

ial institutions is crucial.

* Pre necia X - be permitted & ! 0. issing frof
he 1996-97 cris remembered that many refugees aze still hiding out
in the Congolese forest or taking refuge in local villages. Lack o aoog:r:donbytlw
Kinshasa government with the UN High Commissioner for Refugees has disrupted that
agienfy'swofkin finding and assisting remaining refugees, a critical humani
mission.
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BURUNDI

A i 16413 > O all-panty ps alks. Former
Tanzanian President Julius Nyerere has been working for almost two years to convene
negotiations among ail the parties involved in the Burundian conflict. With the recent
progress in cooperation between the Buyoya government and the Frodebu leadership of
the parliament, armed elements and extremist parties may feel compelled to play the role

of spoiler.

9

)Y OLK 11 LIK (N DCCU QU or.an jnicrmational anns € against a des 1M
Burundi. While such a measure miglit not completely cut-off ow of arms into the
country, with serious enforcement measures, it would increase pressure on the
contending forces to seek a peace agreement. An international embargo
(complementing the embargo by Burundi’s neighbors, who have called for a wider
ban) could be especially useful in pressuring key individuals operating in the
international arms market.

.

*  Press for transparent and vigorous prosecution of Burundian army personnel who
i i The army claims to prosecute soldiers who target civilians (a
widespread problem), but when these claims are scrutinized, it is not clear that anyone

has really been punished. Only by carrying out transparent prosecutions can the
Govemnment of %umndi begin to gain the confidence of the people.

i i Over a year ago, donor governments, the UN High
Commissioner for Human Rights, and the Government of Burundi agreed in principle

to expand the Centre’s presence in the country to have 40 intemational monitors.
Because of lack of follow-through, the mission has never had more than 15 human

rights monitors.

RWANDA

g the Rwa ng the b i of civilig
Taking cognizance of the growing level of insurgent violence in Rwanda, the U.S.
should support Rwandan efforts to counter this violence, while simultaneously
ressing t%r respect for basic human rights. New flows of refugees into Tanzania have
n fleeing the violence. Recent prosecutions by the government of its soldiers who
are guilty of atrocities are a positive step and a model for neighboring Burundi,
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undcmipmmmnmummnmmdmhnxﬂm Clearly Kigali cannot be expected
to 2~ gotiate with forces whose platform is genocide. However, the government can

sc..dify public confidence by expanding its outreach and making policies and
appointments, thereby basing its legitimacy on a more broadly representative

govemance.

GENOCIDE PREVENTION

i - i If the fighting in
Rwanda, Burundi, or eastern Congo threatened to escalate into a genocide,
governments and the UN would be forced to assemble a peacekeeping force from
scratch, a process that has proven time-consuming each of the many times it has been
tried. The only way to boost the international community’s ability to respond is to
assemble, organize, and train an multi-national contingent ready to be deployed at a
moment’s notice. Rather than dedicating U.S. military units to the Force, it could be
comprised purely of volunteers. Congressmembers who are wary of the commitment
of American forces should support this Froposa! as a way to make UN peacekeeping a
robust first resort before U.S. personnel are called into service.

\,
With President Clinton's renewed pledge to prevent genocide, the key test question is:
if a Rwanda-like situation breaks out tomorrow, is the United States better prepared in
1998 than it was in 1994? Only by developing a mechanism for rapid deployment will
Clinton be able to make good on his promise of “never again.” ~—
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