option of covertly accepting the U.S. move. It isreported that
other Arab nations, have been briefed by the United States
that “this time” the operation will work surgicaly, quickly,
effectively; and that anyone who does not go along will find
himself in hot water afterward. Thosewho chooseto comply,
could reap the benefits of aredrawn map of the entireregion.
The scenarios circulated include options for an Isragli
move to expel the Palestinians into Jordan, once the attack
on Irag has begun, according to Israeli Prime Minister Ariel
Sharon’ sstrategy that “ Jordan isPalestine.” In thisevent, the
Hashemite dynasty would be relocated to a carved up Iraq or
anequally carved up Saudi Arabia, and assigned new powers.
A gameplan that Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz
reportedly discussed with regional governments, including
Turkey, foresees partitioning Irag, with a Shiite South, a
Sunni Baghdad (with Hashemite presence), a“ Turkic” North
around Mosul and Kirkuk, and a Kurdish mountain region.

The Stuff That Nightmares Are M ade Of

Noneof the American and British scenariosand war strat-
egies will work as planned, as EIR has shown in detail (“It
Will Not Be Desert Storm I1,” EIR, March 29). AsAmerican
military professionals have testified, any serious attempt to
overthrow the Iragi government, would require an invasion
forceof 250,000, whichisnot readily available. Itisachimera
that Kurdish forces in the North and Shi’ite groups in the
South could unite to wage effective war, rallying massive
popular support. TheKurds' leadershaverepeatedly insisted,
that they are not eager to be U.S. pawnsin agamethat could
destroy the relative economic and political autonomy they
enjoy. Any aggression by Shi’ite groups would open another
can of worms, as some are backed by Iran, amajor power in
the Persian Gulf, which no one in Washington wants to en-
hance.

Lyndon LaRouche stressed in a July 8 interview with
Iranian nationa radio, that such awar against Irag cannot be
won, because as soon as the United States attacks, Israel’s
Sharon will moveto his*“fi nal solution” to expel the Palestin-
ians, and most probably attack Iran. Iran, in this case, would
not remain idle. Irag’'s response is not known, but it would
resist. Turkey will be thrown into convulsions. Deputy De-
fense Secretary Wolfowitz tried to reassure Turkish officials
that the United States would not tolerate a Kurdish entity
arising from the conflict; but any break-up of Iragwouldtrig-
ger civil war, whose effectswould be felt in Turkey.

That the war would ignite protest and conflict throughout
the Arab and Islamic world is, not incidentally, one of the
aims of the entire operation. Chaos of precisely this type,
threatening governments across North Africa, the Middle
East, the Persian Gulf, and Central Asia, isconduciveto mili-
tary imposition of anew imperial control.

But this would-be empire is in collapse; such havoc in-
tends (unsuccessfully) to save the stock market shards of a
failed financial system.

46 International

Click here for Full Issue of EIR Volume 29, Number 28, July 26, 2002

UN’s Rwanda Tribunal
Tainted by Expediency
by Our Special Correspondent

The proceedings at the International Criminal Tribunal for
Rwanda (ICTR) in Arusha, Tanzania, raise serious doubts
whether it will serve the purpose of contributing “to the pro-
cessof national reconciliationandtotherestoration and main-
tenance of peace” in Rwanda, as stated in United Nations
Resolution 955 which set up the tribunal in November 1994.

Political observersin Arusha say the overall direction of
the proceedings is completely one-sided, and that important
international aspects of the conflict which led to the catastro-
phe are excluded from the deliberations of the courts. Some
call this victors' justice, others even say, this is the legal
lynching of theformer Hutu elite of Rwanda. Considering the
fact that the basisfor the UN Resol ution 955 was arequest by
the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) government, the least one
can say is, that thistribunal istainted by political expediency
in favor of the victorious RPF and the geopolitical intentions
of the U.S. and British governments, which backed the RPF
in their march to power from 1990 to 1994.

There are now 59 defendants of whom 8 have been sen-
tenced to between 12 years and life imprisonment, 22 are on
trial, and 28 are awaiting trial in Arusha. One person, Ignace
Bagilishema, former mayor of Mabanzain Rwanda sKibuye
prefecture, was acquitted and set free. All of the accused were
either members of the military, or national and local govern-
ments during the time of the late President Juvenal Habyari-
mana, or they wereclosetotheformer ruling party of Rwanda,
the MRND. So far, thetribunal has not indicted anyone from
the other side of the conflict, the mainly Tutsi RPF, even
though it iswell known that they, before and after they took
power in July 1994, also committed horrendous crimes
against the civilian population.

Expert Witnesses Excluded

Defense lawyers for André Ntagerura, Rwanda' s former
Minister of Transport, attempted to call two expert witnesses,
inthefirst week of July, to givetestimony on theinternational
aspects of the conflict. They were Uwe Friesecke of EIR's
AfricaDesk, and Wayne Madsen, aretired U.S. Navy officer
and investigative journalist. Ntagerura is one of the defen-
dantsinthe so-called “Cyangugu Tria.” The othersare Sam-
uel Imanishimwe, aformer commander of the Cyangugu mili-
tary barracks, and Emmanuel Bagimbiki, aformer Governor
of Cyangugu Province. All three pleaded not guilty to charges
of genocide and crimes against humanity.
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The International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, holding war-crimes and genocide trials over the
massive killingsin Rwanda in the early 1990s, has impeached itself by refusing to allow testimony
that any force outside Rwanda itself, was culpable in triggering the massacres. The court is now
dealing with massacres which occurred in 1994 in Cyangugu Province, in the Southwest.

Thedefenselawyerswanted Friesecketo testify about the
international character of the conflict that led to the Rwandan
events of 1994, and identify the internationa actors in this
crisis. Madsen was supposed to testify on who shot down the
Presidential plane on April 6, 1994 during its approach to
Rwanda's Kigali airport, killing Presidents Habyarimana of
Rwanda and the visiting Cyprien Ntaryamira of Burundi.
After reviewing both written testimonies and hearing oral
arguments from the prosecution and the defense, the judges
rejected the proposed testimonies as“irrelevant and inadmis-
sible.”

Thejudgesrecogni zed that Friesecke’ stestimony directly
challenged theindictment of Ntagerura, insofar asit saysthat
during the eventsreferred to in the indictment, a state of con-
flict, whichwasnot national inorigin, existed in Rwanda. The
testimony presents ample proof that the conflict was actually
international in character, because without an invasion of
Rwandafrom Uganda, and constant Anglo-Americanintelli-
gence support for the RPF invading forces, up totheir victory,
therewould not havebeenawar in Rwandain 1994. Neverthe-
less, the judges argued that it is “common knowledge” that
the conflict in Rwanda was not international, but internal in
character.

By taking such judicial notice, the judges made a far-
reaching decision which will have an impact on all the other
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States, fear that the interna-
tional aspect of the Rwanda
crisis of 1994 can not be ex-
cluded from the proceedings
forever, as most other de-
fense teams aso try to find
ways of introducing thisinto
court. Knowing thereal history of Rwanda, Burundi, Uganda,
and Congo since 1990, one could argue as well that it is by
now “common knowledge” that the events in 1994 were an
armed conflict of international character. If that were ac-
knowledged by the court, somevery uncomfortabl e questions
about therole of the government of Uganda and its President
Y oweri Museveni, and therole of the United Statesand Great
Britain, would be asked.

Prosecutors From Interested Countries

The argument that this would shift the responsibility for
the massacres away from the local actors, to outside govern-
ments and international institutions like the International
Monetary Fund (IMF), misses the point.

Through the United Nations, represented by the tribunal
prosecution, the international community brings a group of
political leaders and government representatives of the for-
mer Rwandan government to trial for genocide and crimes
against humanity. The EIR testimony does not maintain that
therewereno crimescommitted. Clearly, local actors, includ-
ing representatives of the Hutu political and military estab-
lishment at the time, committed crimes; but this is not the
whole truth. The same international community which is
bringing peopleto trial, was involved, through some leading
governments, as active partners on one side of the 1990-94
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conflict, creating the circumstancesin which these crimesoc-
curred.

Thisiscomparableto acase, inwhichaU.S. court recog-
nizesthat the government, through counter-intelligence oper-
ations, wasinvolved in setting up conditions under which the
crimes, of which a defendant is accused, were committed.
Suchacourt may declareamistrial or demand that thegovern-
ment disclose the full truth of its involvement to the court.
In the Arusha tribunal, the prosecutors come from countries
which had an interest in defeating the Rwandan government
at thetime. If this problemisnot addressed, the ICTR and the
UN will have another very serious problem regarding their
own credibility.

According to the EIR testimony, Anglo-American inter-
ests started the war against Rwandain 1990; this was part of
acontinuing geopolitical strategy for change of power struc-
turesin Central and East Africa. The evidence known so far
isprobably just afraction of thefactswhich show how deeply
the U.S. and British governments were involved on the side
of the RPF and the Ugandan government, to toppl e the Haby-
arimana government.

Thecritical period, about whichrelatively littleisknown,
is between the beginning of 1991, when the new RPF offen-
sive started in Rwanda’ s north, and the RPF seizure of power
inthecapital, Kigali, in 1994. Somesay that Anglo-American
mercenaries fought on the side of the RPF. Othersreport that
U.S. diplomatsmade openthreatsto membersof the Rwandan
interim government of April 1994 to get them to capitulate.

Wayne Madsen, in his written testimony, advanced the
hypothesis about who shot down the Rwandan Presidential
plane on the evening of April 6, 1994, killing the Presidents
of Rwanda and Burundi, and sparking off the last phase of
mass killingsin Rwanda. Madsen cited, in particular, French
sources for the thesis that the plane was shot down by the
RPF, with the hel p of the Uganda government and backed up
by Anglo-American intelligence forces. He points to some
RPF defectors confirming this hypothesis. Madsen al so notes
aconfidential UN report on the plane attack, which—accord-
ingtooneUN investigator, Australianlawyer Michael Houri-
gan—uncovered evidence of the RPF sinvolvement.

According to Madsen and to confidential sources, this
report wasdelivered to the head of the UN War Crimes Tribu-
nal, Judge Louise Arbour of Canada, but was never made
public, and the investigation was terminated when details of
the RPF's involvement in the killing of the two Presidents
and their advisersemerged. The Falconjet’ s* black box” was
secretly transported to UN headquarters in New York, and
information from it is being withheld by the UN under U.S.
pressure.

Inlight of the evidence known now, the theory that “radi-
cal Hutus’ shot down Habyarimana's plane is no longer
credible.

Similarly, therenever wasanindependent investigation of
theassassination of Burundi’ sfirst elected President M el chior
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Ndadaye, a Hutu, in October 1993, which contributed sig-
nificantly to the rising tensionsinside Rwanda before 1994.
The fact that these two investigations into the killing of
three Presidents were not undertaken, clearly pointsto amas-
sive cover-up of the truth behind the tragic eventsin the re-
gion, that culminated in the carnage in Rwandain 1994.

UN’sCredibility at Stake, Again

Thefailure of the United Nationsto act in April 1994, to
intervene in Rwanda and stop the killing, has significantly
undermined its credibility. Political considerations among
some of the five permanent members of the UN Security
Council at the time, blocked effective action. Now, the pro-
ceedings in Arusha pose the same question of credibility for
the UN, and whether there is an internationally recognized
standard of law to judge crimes against humanity.

The prosecution at the ICTR insists that the only issues
before the court, are the individual local criminal acts of one
group of people, the Hutus, who allegedly committed geno-
cide against the Tutsis and moderate Hutus. If this approach
continuesto guidethecourtsof thel CTR, theresulting senten-
ceswill neither bejust, nor will they contribute to reconcilia-
tion between Hutu and Tutsi. Why should only one side pay
the price for the Rwandan disaster?

But the UN faces amore principled question. In October
1990, the RPF invasion of Rwanda from Uganda started a
series of warsand conflictsin the Great L akesregion and the
Congo (formerly Zaire), which since then has cost the lives
of 5-8 million people, and the killing in the region is still
goingon. Itistheworst destruction of humanlifesince World
War Il. The reason for this genocidal process was a drive
by the Anglo-American powers to change the face of Africa
according to their geopolitical desires.

Only asaresult of thiscondition of war, werethecriminal
acts committed in Rwanda. Will the UN, through the ICTR,
lend credenceto the thesisthat these criminal actsin Rwanda
in 1994 were just the result of an ethnic conflict, of Hutu
planning to exterminate the Tutsi? In thisway, the UN would
again act as nothing more than the instrument for the power
politics of the Anglo-American members of the UN Secu-
rity Council.

Right now the U.S. government is exerting pressure on
the UN to speed up the ICTR and bring it to an end. Funding
considerations are the pretext, but it is an open secret that the
United States fears that the longer the ICTR goes on, the
greater thepossibility that itsowninvolvement in the Rwanda
crisis becomes a subject of the court proceedings.

If the ICTR finds 50 or more prominent representatives
of Rwanda's old Hutu establishment guilty of genocide, or
conspiracy to commit genocide, against the Tutsi and moder-
ate Hutu, then this will be the “common knowledge” about
the crisis of 1990 to 1994, and the book of history will be
closed. It would be thefina justification for the usurpation of
power at that time, by the RPF and Paul Kagame in Rwanda,
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and for the continuing role of Uganda s M useveni asthe most
obedient servant to British and American interestsin the re-
gion. It would also absolve the Western powers from any
blamefor the conflict.

Justice for the people of Rwandacan only befound if the
full truth of the events between 1990 and 1994 comesto light.
Besides bringing the perpetrators of crimes from both sides
of the conflict before a court, this means, most importantly,
toaccusethosein positionsof power in Washington, L ondon,
and Kampala who designed and executed the war policy of
the 1990sfor East and Central Africa, with itsterrible results
ongoingtothisday. Only then could thefull truth bereveal ed.
Right now, the UN and the ICTR are very far from this task,
andthedecisioninthefirst week of July, to excludetheexpert
testimony of Friesicke and Madsen, has even increased the
distance.

Documentation

Strategic Considerations of
1994 Rwandan Catastrophe

From the testimony of Uwe Friesecke, prepared for submis-
sionto theInternational Criminal Tribunal on Rwanda, June
25, 2002. The full testimony will be found on www.larouche
pub.com.

Anglo-American powerswiththe Francophonepowersacting
as competing junior partners, caused the crisis in the Great
Lakesregion of Africaduring the 1980s and 1990sin atwo-
fold manner, and are therefore responsible for the human
catastrophe that followed.

First, they ruined theregion . . . through the International
Monetary Fund's (IMF's) structural adjustment policy eco-
nomically. Secondly, they intervened with covert operations
to manipulate ssmmering conflictsfor the purpose of political
control. Thecombination of bothledtothedisasterin Rwanda
in1994. Tounderstandthis, thefollowing strategic considera-
tions must be taken into account:

1. Eventsin Rwandain 1994 haveto be seeninthe context
of the war which started in 1990 and continued in the series
of armed conflicts in the Central African region up to the
present. It becomes clear that these conflicts are largely
founded on a geopalitical strategy of Western powers, most
prominently the United States and Great Britain, towards Af-
rica, which can best be characterized as neo-colonialist.

2. The specific involvement of the U.S. and British gov-
ernments with the party which started the war in 1990,
amountsto afar-reaching political, if not juridical indictment
of those governments for the criminal consequences of their
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Inarticlesin Kampala’'s Monitor newspaper in 2001, Ugandan
President and one-party ruler Yoweri Museveni, a favorite of the
U.S. and British governments, acknowledged in detail hisown role
in triggering the Rwandan massacres by an invasion of the
country.

actions.

3. The economic conditionsimposed by theinternational
financia ingtitutions on the Habyarimana government de-
stroyed the social fabric of Rwanda, right at thetimewhenwar
waslaunched against it, intensifying the sense of desperation
among the population.

4. The assassinations of three Hutu Presidents within a
period of six months escalated the tensions to the bursting
point.

5. The Western powers never showed any serious com-
mitment to bethe guarantor of thequestionable[1991] Arusha
peace agrement. After its breakdown, conscious of its conse-
quences, they decided against an intervention to stop the
carnage.

6. Eventsin Rwandaand theregion show, that themotiva-
tion for Western policy in Africais not just interest in raw
materials. It is also based in the devilish ideology of popula-
tion control.

7. Those considerationsshow, that the of ten-disseminated
theory, that eventsin Rwandain 1994 were the result of one
ethnic group having committed genocide against another eth-
nic group, isnot based on thetotality of facts. Therefore, itis
highly questionable to consider members of the political elite
of thisfirst group to be guilty of having committed genocide
because of their affiliation and government function. Such
accusations become even more questionable in the case of
André Ntagerura, who had been known for his pro-develop-
ment commitment.

1. Anglo-American Neo-Colonial Desire

The Oct. 1, 1990 invasion of Rwanda from Uganda by
troops calling themselves members of the Rwandan Patriotic
Front (RPF), started a process of devastating regional wars,
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U.S Rep. Cynthia McKinney (D-Ga.) held hearingsin April-May
2001 which clearly established the U.S. and British rolein setting
off the wars and mass killings which have slaughtered 5-8 million
victimsin Central and East Africa since 1991.

which has not stopped to this day. How was it possible that
after the end of the Cold War in 1990, the world allowed
this part of Africa to collapse to such depth of barbarism
and suffering?

In April and May 2001, U.S. Congresswoman Cynthia
McKinney [D-Ga.] sponsored hearings before the Subcom-
mittee on International Operations and Human Rights Com-
mittee on International Relations, on the humanitarian crisis
in Central Africa. In her opening statement, McKinney said:
“The accounts we are about to hear today assist usin under-
standing just why Africaisinthestateit isintoday. Y ou will
hear that at the heart of Africa’ s suffering isthe West's, and
most notably the United States' desireto access Africa' sdia-
monds, oil, natural gas, and other precious resources. You
will hear that the West, and most notably the United States,
has set in motion apolicy of oppression, destabilization; and
tempered, not by moral principle, but by aruthless desire to
enrich itself on Africa sfabulous wealth.

“While falsely pretending to be the friends and allies of
many African countries, many Western nations, and, I'm
ashamed to say, most notably the United States, haveinreality
betrayed those countries' trust, and instead, have relentlessly
pursued their own selfish military and economic policies.
Western countries have incited rebellion against stable Afri-
can governments by encouraging and even arming opposition
parties and rebel groups to begin armed insurrection. The
Western nationshave even actively participated in the asssas-
sination of duly elected and | egitimate African heads of state,
and replaced them with corrupted and malleable officials.
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Western nations have even encouraged and been complicitin
the unlawful invasion by African nations into neighboring
countries.”

2. TheU.S. and British Gover nments

Inthe course of the power strugglein Rwandaafter 1959,
tens of thousands of Tutsi fled into exileto neighboring coun-
triesor overseas. By themiddleof the1980s, aRwandan Tutsi
diaspora was well established in the United States, Canada,
Belgium, Uganda, Kenya, and other African countries. . . . In
Uganda, theRwandaRefugeesWelfare Association (RRWA)
was organized. It later becamethe Rwandan Alliancefor Na-
tional Unity (RANU).. . . Itsseventh congresswasheld again
in Kampala[Uganda] in December 1987, when the name was
changed into Rwandese Patriotic Front (RPF).

A further consolidation of the RPF s strategy to mobilize
the exile community for areturn to Rwandatook place at the
world congress of Rwandese refugees held in Washingtonin
August 1988. Thiscongresswasorganized by the Association
of Banyarwandansin Diasporain Washington, supported by
the U.S. Committee of Refugees, agovernment-funded orga-
nization the executive director of which was Roger Winter.
The Banyarwanda newsletter at the time thanked Winter for
his“daily efforts and contacts on their behalf.” Roger Winter
became acommitted lobbyist for . . . the RPF in Washington.
He was among the RPF troops when they made their final
move towards Kigali in the summer of 1994. . ..

The declared RPF intention to return to Rwandaby force
should have prompted astrong counter-reactionfromtheU.S.
government, because it clearly isaviolation of international
conventions. . . .

The RPF leadership drove its commitment to return to
Rwanda, if need be by force, to its conclusion, and invaded
Rwanda from Uganda on Oct. 1, 1990. The overwhelming
majority of thesewell armed fighterswere active members of
the Uganda National Resistance Army (NRA). The military
leaders of the RPF wereall high-ranking officersin ['Y oweri]
Museveni’s[Ugandan] army. So it would befair to say, that
on Oct. 1, 1990 the Ugandan Army invaded Rwanda, even if
they called themselves“rebels’. . ..

The invasion of Rwanda in October of 1990 took place
while world attention was already focussed on the United
States’ build-up for thewar against I rag, which beganin Janu-
ary of 1991. Iraq was punished because of its invasion of
Kuwait inthe Summer of 1990. But, for theUgandaninvasion
of Rwanda, a different logic applied. That invasion was not
only not criticized, but fully supported by theU.S. and British
governments. . . .

It was, ironicaly, the Ugandan President himself, who
admitted this support for the RPF. In an article for the Ugan-
dan newspaper The Monitor, he wrote on May 30, 1999 that
“Uganda decided on a two-course action. 1. To help the
Rwandese Patriotic Front (RPF) materially so that they are
not defeated. 2. To encourage the dial ogue between President

EIR July 26, 2002



Habyarimanaand the Rwandesein thediaspora.” Inthe same
article, Museveni recalls, how he had trained the RPF |eader
Fred Rwigyemaas ayoung boy in Mozambiquefor guerrilla
warfare, and how Rwigyema, then a magor general, was
among 4,000 men of Rwandan origin, who were part of Ugan-
da snew army.

M useveni then explained that in 1996 hegave Mgjor Gen-
era [Paul] Kagame, by then in power as Minister of Defense
in Kigali, the idea to “recruit aforce of about 1,200 soldiers
from among the Masisi Tutsi, train them and make them part
of the Rwanda Patriotic Army, in order to keep them as a
stand-by force.” Kagame actually implemented theidea, and
by August of 1996 had 2,000 of them ready for theinvasion of
Congo/Zaire which was the beginning of [Laurent] Kabila's
march to power.

The Ugandan President described in these articles, that
he had followed the same modus operandi in preparing the
invasion of Rwanda in 1990. Museveni had these severd
thousand men and high-ranking officers of Rwandese origin
as a stand-by force for an attack on Rwanda, in his army,
the Uganda National Resistance Army (NRA). When they
attacked, they were called “Tutsi rebels’” even though they
werethe Ugandan army. . . .

Sources report, that [Museveni] introduced the RPF
leader, Paul Kagame to [Britain’s Minister of State for For-
eign and Commonwealth Affairs Lynda Chalker]. After the
RPF took power inKigali in July of 1994, L ynda Chalker was
the first high-ranking Western official to visit Kigali. She
immediately set up an embassy in Kigali, which Britain did
not havebefore. During her visitstotheregion, besidesseeing
Museveni in Kampala, shewould always stop over in Kigali,
where Paul Kagame would rearrange his schedule to meet
withher.. . . Her relationshiptothe RPF leader, now President
of Rwanda, istill close. . . .

5. The Failed Arusha Peace Negotiations

TheU.S. and British governments' attitudetowardsnego-
tiationsbetweenthetwowar partiesin Rwandashow thesame
guestionable approach as their support for the war in 1990.
The premise of these negotiations, which started under U.S.
and French guidancein July of 1992, wasto justify and legiti-
mizethe RPF sinvasion, after thefact. The RPF had engaged
in warfare against an internationally recognized sovereign
government, and yet they were accorded the same status as
thisgovernment. . . .

The United Nations has admitted to their failure in
Rwanda in 1993 and 1994. The real scandal though is the
behavior of the governments in the UN Security Council,
which were first of all responsible for UNAMIR’s [the UN
Assistance Mission in Rwanda] weakness. Secondly, espe-
cially the American and British governments refused [to
allow] any effectivemilitary reaction by the UN, to the conse-
guences of thekilling of President Habyarimana. Against the
urgent reguest from the UN commanders in Kigali, the UN
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Security Council decided toreducerather thantoincreasethe
manpower for UNAMIR.

Thus, the explosion of violence against civilians and the
mass killings which followed the death of the President, took
their toll without limits. The U.S., British, French, and Bel-
gian governments were fully aware of the carnage going on.
Why did they not act? On April 21, [1994] the UN Security
Council decided to withdraw UNAMIR, but one week later
the same Security Council decided to increase Unprofor for
the Balkans by more than 6,000 troops. Were the Western
governments calculating to have the RPF take power first,
and only then intervene?

Madsen: Aircraft Attack
Triggered the Genocide

This introductory summary of the testimony of former U.S
Naval Intelligence officer Wayne Madsen, was prepared for
submissiontotheTribunal, andtitled, “ The 1994 RPF Attack
on the Presidential Aircraft Directly Prompted the Confla-
gration of Rwanda.”

After six years of research on the April 6, 1994 shoot-down
of the aircraft carrying Rwandan President Juvena Habyari-
manaand [Burundian President] Cyprien Ntaryamira, | have
concluded there are eight hypotheses on who and what inter-
ests were behind the aerial assassination. After countless
hours of researching documents provided to me under the
U.S. Freedom of Information Act, official documents pro-
vided to me, personal interviews with government and non-
government officials, ranging from former UN Secretary
General Boutros Boutros Ghali to UN investigators who in-
vestigated the aircraft attack in Rwandaand reached the same
conclusionsasmyself, itismy belief that the Rwandan Patri-
otic Front led by Paul Kagame was responsiblefor the shoot-
ing down of the Presidential aircraft, and this blatant act of
international terrorism directly resulted in the conflagration
that followed.

| have detail ed bel ow eight hypotheseson the perpetrators
of the attack. It is my belief that the first—that the RPF was
responsible—isthe most veracious. Although | do not believe
that the United States was directly responsible for the attack
(Point 6), the overwhelming military and political support
rendered to the RPF and K agame (beginning as early as 1990
under the administration of George H.W. Bush) and the sup-
ply by the United States, via Uganda, of advanced weapons,
andtrainingintheir use. . . tothe RPF prior to April 6, 1994,
suggests that certain members of the U.S. intelligence and
military communities played adirect rolein aiding and abet-
ting the RPF in planning the terrorist attack on the Rwandan
Mystere Falcon on April 6, 1994.
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