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Rwanda: The Preventable Genocide
INTRODUCTION

1. The International Panel of Eminent Personalities to Investigate the
1994 Genocide in Rwanda and the Surrounding Events was created by the
Organization of African Unity. As the genocide was unprecedented in
African annals, so is the Panel. This is the first time in the history
of the OAU that Africa's Heads of State and Governments have established
a commission that will be completely independent of its creators in its
findings and its recommendations. We are honoured by the responsibility
that has been entrusted to us.

2. Throughout our work, which began with a meeting in Addis Ababa in
October 1998, we have attempted to function in a manner worthy of this
honour and consistent with the gravity of the subject matter. The
expansive and comprehensive mandate within which we operated appears in
full as the first appendix of this report, but we want to reproduce a
key portion of it here:

The Panel is expected to investigate the 1994 genocide in Rwanda and the
surrounding events in the Great Lakes Region...as part of efforts aimed
at averting and preventing further wide-scale conflicts in the...
Region. It is therefore expected to establish the facts about how such a
grievous crime was conceived, planned and, executed; to look at the
failure to enforce the Genocide Convention in Rwanda and in the Great
Lakes Region; and to recommend measures aimed at redressing the
consequences of the genocide and at preventing any possible recurrence
of such a crime.

3. We are conscious of the great expectations that have awaited this
report and are grateful at the same time for the realism that has
tempered those expectations. Hardly any person to whom we have spoken
thinks that the genocide was a simple event or expects that, in some
magical way, this Panel will divine simple lessons for the future. On
the contrary, in the very course of our investigation, we watched as
regional complexities throughout the nations of the Great Lakes Region
added complicating new dimensions to our work. The 1994 genocide in one
small country ultimately triggered a conflict in the heart of Africa
that has directly or indirectly touched at least one-third of all the
nations on the continent. This does not mean that we are dealing with an
exclusively African phenomenon, however. On the contrary, while it is
not reasonable to assign the responsibility for all of Africa's present
problems to external forces or ancient historical roots, our work for
this report underlines the perils of ignoring external or historic
realities. Of course, there would have been no genocide if certain
Rwandans had not organized and carried it out; there is no denying that
fundamental truth. But it is equally true that throughout the past
century external forces have helped shape Rwanda's destiny and that of
its neighbours. Sixty years of colonial domination and the later spread
of globalization are integral aspects of the Rwanda story. The truth, as
we will see repeatedly in our analysis, is that both the so-called
international community and history have had powerful and decisive
impacts on Rwanda specifically, and on the Great Lakes Region in
general.



4. It is important that we articulate our conviction on a central
matter. From the start, we have been acutely conscious of another
dimension of our great responsibility in preparing this document: We are
an international group asked by the Heads of State of Africa to speak
out on an African calamity. A small library of books, reports and
studies of the Rwandan genocide has already been published, and it is
certain that many more will emerge. But what is notable about the
existing material is how much of it has been produced by non-Africans,
let alone by non-Rwandans. These works reflect the reality that a
genocide, almost by definition, becomes the world's property.
Nevertheless, we have made a conscious effort to present a report from
an African perspective, aimed at both African and international
audiences.

5. We have also understood from the outset that the credibility of our
findings depends on solid, demonstrable evidence, and we have
scrupulously attempted to follow that precept. We adhered to the usual
research protocols. We met with, listened to, and had extensive
dialogues with 270 people in 10 countries, representing every facet of
this tragedy: academics; United Nations officials; representatives of
Rwandan, neighbouring, and several other governments; survivors; accused
perpetrators; refugees; and human rights groups. We have read the
burgeoning literature mentioned above. We have had access to many
original documents, and we commissioned studies of our own where there
were vacuums to fill.

6. We have also had experiences that are almost impossible to convey in
words. Rwanda has transformed certain of its killing fields into
memorial sites, and we visited some of them. We confronted the twisted
remains of literally thousands of people still lying in the very
classrooms and churches where they had been mercilessly slaughtered only
a few years before. It was easy to see, especially in the schools, how
many of the murdered were young children. We were left numb. There was
nothing to say. We met with victims and heard their almost unbearable
stories. We want to share one such experience here because, for all of
us, hearing it ranked among the most traumatic episodes of our lives. We
were taken to Rwanda's capital, Kigali, to visit a little facility
called the Polyclinique de 1l'Espoir, - the Polyclinic of Hope. It
provides basic services for women who were brutalized, physically and
sexually, during the genocide. The clinic grew slowly because so many
female victims were still terrified after their ordeal, and many were
ashamed of what had been inflicted on them. But over the ensuing few
years, more than 500 women have used its services. We had already met a
number of these women when the clinic supervisor asked us to enter a
small room at the back. In this tiny room, we heard from three survivors
- three women, sitting side-by-side on a steel cot, who spoke of their
tribulations as if in the desperate hope that somehow we could do
something. One was a young woman who had been raped repeatedly over
several days and then abandoned. She was now HIV-positive and saw no
reason for living. The second was a woman who had been beaten and
sexually mutilated, and who lived in terror because her attackers, who
had been and continued to be her neighbours, still passed freely by her
home every day. The third was a woman who was imprisoned, lashed to a
bed for several months, and gang-raped continuously. Her final words to
us were the stuff of nightmares, vivid, awful, impossible ever to
forget. She said, with a chilling matter-of-factness: "For the rest of
my life, whether I am eating or sleeping or working, I shall never get
the smell of semen out of my nostrils."



7. The Panel decided to recount this experience here for two reasons.
First, it conveys a sense of the outrages against humanity that were
commonplace during the genocide, and we have deliberately chosen to
report such abominations only sparingly in the pages that follow.
Secondly, this report is a direct outcome of such experiences. We freely
acknowledge that it has been impossible to do our task without being
profoundly shaken by the subject matter. Our experiences in Rwanda - the
witnesses to whom we listened and the memorial sites we visited - often
left us emotionally drained. This is not a report that could be produced
with detachment. For those seeking bureaucratic assessments or academic
treatises, there are other sources. The nature of these events demands a
human, intensely personal, response, and this is very much a personal
report from the seven of us. Readers have a right to expect us to be
objective and to root our observations and conclusions in the facts of
the case, and we have striven rigorously to do so. But they must not
expect us to be dispassionate.

8. Invariably, we were asked the obvious question by all who did not
take part: How could they have done it? How could neighbours and friends
and colleagues have slaughtered each other in cold blood? Could it
happen to anyone? Could we have done it? How could an ordinary man kill
innocent women and children? To answer these chilling questions, we
first listened hard to Rwandans telling us their stories. From there,
our technique throughout our work was to use empathy as a tool to help
us understand the many actors who were involved. We tried to make sense
of the world from their perspectives in order to fathom their
motivations and actions. We used this approach for everyone, whether the
secretary-general of the United Nations or a local official in a Rwandan
village, and we hope we gained certain insights as a result.

9. But when it came to trying to understand the actual act of killing,
we confess our total failure. We acknowledge from the outset this
failure. We have grasped the insidious process by which people were
stirred up. We understand how they were manipulated and how they came to
accept the demonization and dehumanization of others. We studied the
literature, some of it highly controversial, that attempts to account
for collective human breakdowns in which ordinary citizens turn into
monsters. We have arrived at a certain comprehension of the complex
series of factors at work. But we do not pretend for a moment that we
have reached any understanding of the act of one neighbour or one
Christian or one teacher actually hacking another to death. Perhaps,
some day, answers will emerge. But for now, we are able to offer little
illumination on the first questions that so many people reasonably ask.

10. In fact, as the following pages frequently acknowledge, there are
many aspects of this story that defy our understanding. Almost the
entire world stood by and watched the genocide happen. Influential
outsiders worked closely with the perpetrators. The victims were
betrayed repeatedly by the international community, often for the most
craven of reasons. At times, examining other atrocities throughout
history and throughout the world, we have had much cause to wonder about
humankind's humanity. Still, in the end, we remain satisfied that the
genocide in Rwanda was an aberration, that killers are made, not born,
and that such tragedies need never happen again. It is in the world's
hands to make sure that it will never happen again. It is to that
conviction that our report is dedicated.
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CHAPTER 1

GENOCIDE AND THE 20TH CENTURY

1.1. Ours has been a century to test one's optimism about the human
condition. On the one hand, for the first time in history, human
ingenuity has evolved to the point where there is, in theory, the
capacity to provide every person on earth with a healthy and materially
comfortable life. On the other hand, there is the human capacity for
destruction and evil.

1.2. We now understand that the 20th century was the most violent in
recorded human history, and that no one people had a monopoly on causing
pain and misery to any others. The Second World War, which ended just 55
years ago, was a catastrophe each member of this Panel can personally
recall. Reconstruction required unprecedented massive investment through
the Marshall Plan to create the prosperous, stable, western Europe of
recent decades. Yet even today, conflicts rage in the Balkans and the
former Soviet Union, an uneasy truce prevails in Northern Ireland, and
western European governments have engaged in wars in Iraq and the former
Yugoslavia. Similarly, there has barely been a single decade since its
independence in which the United States has not been involved in
military conflict.[1]

1.3. Violence, of course, was at the heart of Europe's early empires, as
well. It was the ultimate source of imperial control. Always an implicit
threat, violence was often enough an active curse, and not a single
colonial power was exempt from its use. Throughout the 19th and 20th
centuries, on every continent where Europeans and Americans chose to
impose their domination, savage brutality was always available to bring
unwilling subjects to heel. This phenomenon was neither subtle nor
hidden; on the contrary, it was based on a central premise of the
“civilized world” for much of the past two centuries. Typically, Charles
Darwin himself believed that, “At some future period not very distant...
the civilized races of man will almost certainly exterminate and replace
throughout the world the savage races.” Adolf Hitler grew up in a world
where this view was commonplace, as did the Christian missionaries and
German and Belgian officials who ruled Rwanda for a half-century. Here
was the very core of the justification for European imperialism: the
assumed right of the "superior race" to dominate the rest.[2]

1.4. The culture of violence that characterized so much of the colonial
rule and its aftermath and that operated with such complete impunity for
so long, is relevant to the story of Rwanda. But we must draw a wvital
distinction here: Genocide is of a different nature, a different order
of magnitude, than even the unspeakable horrors we have so far been
discussing. The world has known an unending torrent of wviolence,
repression, slaughter, carnage, massacres, and pogroms (official,
organized, persecutions or massacres of minorities). Terrible as they
all are, none is on a par with genocide. The world recognizes this fact,
and so do the members of this Panel.



1.5. It is no tribute to our era that we are becoming experts on the
phenomenon of genocide. Indeed, the very term was unknown before it was
coined in 1944 by legal scholar Raphael Lemkin, a Polish-Jewish
immigrant to the United States, to describe the Nazis' near-successful
attempts to exterminate the Jews and Roma of Europe. It was Hitler whose
actions made the world add the question of genocide to the international
agenda. After lengthy debate and ample compromise, on December 9, 1948,
the United Nations General Assembly unanimously adopted the Convention
on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (known more
commonly as "the Genocide Convention," and reproduced in full in
Appendix I of this report.) The convention's key clause is contained in
the definition that appears in Article 2: genocide is committed with the
intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnic, racial or
religious group.

1.6. Those who commit genocide have deliberately set out not just to
murder others. They are not merely guilty of crimes against humanity -
forms of criminality and inhumane acts beyond simple murder. Genocide
goes further, to the ultimate depths of human perversity. Its aim is to
exterminate a part or an entire category of human beings guilty only of
being themselves. Genocide is explicitly intended as a “final solution”
— an attempt to rid the world of a group that can no longer be
tolerated. In a genocide, attacks on women and children are not
unfortunate by-products of conflict, or collateral damage, in the
bloodless jargon of military bureaucracies. On the contrary, women and
children are direct targets, since they ensure the future of the group
that can no longer be allowed to survive.

1.7. For some 40 years after the Genocide Convention was adopted, it was
hardly more than a formality of international law. As one authority puts
it, “It was soon relegated to obscurity as the human rights movement
focussed on more ‘modern’ atrocities: apartheid, torture,
disappearances.”[3] The past 15 years have changed all that. A renewed
wave of particularly grisly atrocities in Cambodia, the Balkans, and the
Great Lakes Region of Africa put the phenomenon of genocide back in the
headlines, while the international community's new-found focus on the
criminal prosecution of human rights violations propelled the Genocide
Convention to a prominent place on the public agenda. International
criminal tribunals established by the United Nations Security Council
are at this moment dealing with the crimes committed in recent years in
the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda and are creating history as they
proceed.

1.8. While the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) has
been highly criticized on many levels, in the long run it may be
remembered for some ground-breaking precedents it has created with
respect to international human rights law that are bound to influence
the proposed new International Criminal Court. It has been, after all,
the first international tribunal to convict for the crime of genocide;
the Nuremberg tribunal did not have the mandate to convict for the crime
of genocide. Jean Kambanda, Rwandan Prime Minister during the genocide,
was also the first person to plead guilty to the crime of genocide
before an international tribunal, although he has since recanted his
confession.



1.9. In addition to the crime of genocide, the ICTR has made significant
strides in the area of women's human rights, which this Panel
enthusiastically welcomes. One man has been convicted for the crime of
rape as a part of a systematic plan, not as genocide but as a crime
against humanity. It is also notable that the ICTR has indicted the
first woman ever to be charged by an international tribunal and the
first to be charged with the crime of rape. Pauline Nyiramusuhuko was
minister of Family and Women's Affairs in Rwanda during the genocide and
has been charged with rape in the context of command responsibility. The
allegation is that she was responsible because she knew that her
subordinates were raping Tutsi women and failed to take measures to stop
or to punish them. [4]

1.10. Specialists in the field are watching the proceedings of the ICTR
with great interest and hope. For, as we explored the research for this
report, we learned to our surprise that the very concept of genocide is
far more controversial than we had previously understood. For one thing,
many of these experts are critical of the various shortcomings of the
original Genocide Convention. For another, despite the convention, to
this day, the UN has never formally charged any government with
genocide. And finally, critics point out that the convention has failed
to prevent genocide, although the duty to do so is set out in its terms.
Put bluntly, are states required, as a question of legal obligation, to
take action up to and including military intervention in order to
prevent the crime from occurring?[5] Paradoxically, it is this precise
obligation that constrained many states from describing the catastrophe
in Rwanda as a genocide.

1.11. What the Genocide Convention badly lacks, as the secretary-general
of the International Commission of Jurists explained to the Panel, is a
trigger mechanism which results in firm, appropriate action that
prevents such atrocities ever being perpetrated by mankind again. At
present the convention is almost purely reactive, in effect only
providing for action after the crime has been committed, by which time
it is too late for the victims and, indeed, for humanity in general. As
in the case of Rwanda, countless inexplicable atrocities were allowed to
occur before any action was taken under the convention. Even then, the
convention merely says that states may call upon the UN to take such
actions as they consider appropriate. As was demonstrated in Rwanda,
what the UN considered appropriate action did anything but prevent or
suppress the genocide. [6]

1.12. Genocide experts constitute a serious, dedicated, and growing
group consisting primarily of human rights activists, survivor groups,
legal authorities, and academics. They write books and articles on the
subject, produce journals of genocide research, and devote themselves to
the prevention of future genocides. They also debate at length and
disagree about the precise definition of genocide, which proves to be a
far more complicated and nuanced exercise than most of us would imagine.
And the exercise matters, for the definition determines which acts of
inhumanity deserve to be labelled genocide.

1.13. A recent volume called Century of Genocide, for example, includes
no fewer than 14 case studies of what the editors consider genocides in
the 20th century alone.[7] Theirs is a highly controversial list. Other
authorities take exception to some of the choices made, and offer cases
that this book omits. Century of Genocide begins with the German
annihilation of the Hereros of south-west Africa in 1904, and ends
finally with Rwanda nine decades later.

1.14. Yet it ignores the Congo, although a recent study makes a
persuasive case that King Leopold of Belgium committed genocide when, as
personal ruler of the entire Congo a century ago, he was responsible for
the death of ten million Congolese - fully half the entire population of
the territory when it was given to him by his fellow European
leaders.[8] Literally dozens of other examples can be given of
atrocities being described as genocide, each with its passionate
champion.



1.15. It is not for this Panel to judge the appropriateness of using the
word genocide to describe the various atrocities of our century, with
the obvious exception of Rwanda. We are concerned, however, that the
currency of the concept not be debased too frivolously by its
trivialization. Any massacre is deplorable; so is any violation of human
rights. But very few constitute genocide. If any atrocity can be
considered an act of genocide, and if we cry genocide after every
injustice, then words will lose their meaning and the gravity of the
offence will soon wane. For all of humanity's evil deeds, genocide is
not yet a commonplace occurrence on this earth, and we feel strongly
that such words and concepts be carefully husbanded and used with the
greatest care. That is why we encourage the pursuit of a definition that
is comprehensive and functional.

1.16. In the end, however, we harbour no illusions that universal
agreement will be found on this visceral issue. After all, there are
still Holocaust deniers who refuse to acknowledge Hitler's crimes, Khmer
Rouge leaders who have never admitted to their own genocidal actions
and, we regret to say, Rwandans who refuse to acknowledge the genocide
of 1994.

1.17. We can, however, make our own position clear. This Panel has no
doubt whatsoever that the tragic events of April to July 1994 in Rwanda
constitute a genocide, by any conceivable definition of that term. The
chapter of this report that describes this period explains our position
in detail. But whatever else the world agrees or debates, whatever
crimes other Rwandans have committed at any time in the past decade,
whatever the case in Burundi, we insist that it is impossible for any
reasonable person to reach any conclusion other than that a genocide
took place in Rwanda in 1994, and that it was surely one of this
century's least ambiguous cases of genocide. That is why this Panel was
created. Unless agreement is first reached on this basic premise, no
peace will ever come to the soul of that troubled country.

[1] Howard Zinn, A People's History of the United States, 1492-Present
(New York: Harper Perennial, 1995 edition).

[2] Sven Lindquist, Exterminate All the Brutes (New York: New Press,
1996) . Translated from Swedish by Joan Tate.

[3] William Schabas, “The Greatest Crime,” Washington Times, Dec. 7,
1998.

[4] "Woman Charged with Rape by Rwanda Genocide Tribunal," Pan African
News Agency, August 13, 1999.

[5] Ibid.

[6] Adama Dieng, “Views And Suggestions Concerning the 1948 Geneva
Convention On Genocide,” paper presented to IPEP, March 1, 2000.

[7] Samuel Totten, et al. (ed.), Century of Genocide: Eyewitness
Accounts and Critical Views (New York: Garland Publishers, 1997).

[8] Adam Hochschild, King Leopold's Ghost: A Story of Greed, Terror and
Heroism in Colonial Africa (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1998).
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CHAPTER 2

THE ROOTS OF THE CRISIS TO 1959

2.1. One question more than any other dominates all analyses of the
Rwandan genocide: Could it have been prevented? Ultimately, we reached
the extremely disturbing conclusion that the international community was
in fact in a position to avert this terrible tragedy entirely or in
part. But in exploring the background of the tragedy, we discovered
three important truths that confront anyone wanting to understand Rwanda
properly. First, there are hardly any important aspects of the story
that are not complex and controversial; it is almost impossible to write
on the subject without inadvertently oversimplifying something or
angering someone.

2.2. Secondly, in Rwanda, interpretations of the past have become
political tools routinely used by all parties to justify their current
interests. This is true at every stage, from the pre-colonial period to
the genocide itself. For this reason, any discussion of these matters
risks appearing to be biased towards one side or another and being
dismissed accordingly. We want to stress that we have come to our task
with few preconceptions and, conscious of the traps that awaited us, we
have worked especially hard to ground our judgements on the best
evidence we have uncovered.

2.3. Finally, we have found major disagreements among students of
Rwandan history on questions of numbers. Time after time, conflicting
figures are proffered: for the number of those who fled the country at
independence, the number killed in various massacres, the total number
eliminated during the genocide, and the numbers of killers and refugees
who fled to the Democratic Republic of Congo after the genocide. At
times, amazingly enough, these numbers differ by as much as hundreds of
thousands, yet the authors are all recognized authorities in the field.
All scholars agree, however, that the overriding reality was that large
numbers of innocent people suffered at the hands of their fellow
citizens and that the outside world did nothing to stop it. This
reality, not discrepant figures, was for us the important issue to focus
on.

Let us look briefly at the historical background. The first thing an
outsider must understand is that there exists today two conflicting
versions of Rwandan history, one favoured essentially by Hutu, the other
reflecting the present government's stated commitment to national unity.
The fundamental historical debate revolves around whether ethnic
differences between Rwanda's Hutu and Tutsi existed before the colonial
era. The two groups themselves disagree profoundly on this issue, and
each can find certain authorities to support their position. Certainly,
there were Hutu and Tutsi for many centuries. The former had developed
as an agricultural people, while the Tutsi were predominantly cattle
herders. Yet the two groups had none of the usual differentiating
characteristics that are said to separate ethnic groups. They spoke the
same language, shared the same religious beliefs, and lived side-by-
side; intermarriage was not uncommon. Relations between them were not
particularly confrontational; the historical record makes it clear that
hostilities were much more frequent among competing dynasties of the
same ethnic category than between the Hutu and the Tutsi themselves.



2.4. Even today, after all the carnage, one historian estimates that at
least 25 per cent of Rwandans have both Hutu and Tutsi among their eight
great-grandparents. Looking back even further, the percentage with mixed
ancestry would most likely exceed 50 per cent.[l] These conclusions are
inconsistent with the preferred Hutu version of history, which asserts
that the Tutsi were treacherous foreign conquerors who had rejected and
oppressed the Hutu since time immemorial.

2.6. But the view that ethnic differentiation began prior to the
colonial era also contradicts the Tutsi version of history, which our
Panel heard in Kigali from several persons and officials.[2] This
position holds that Tutsi and Hutu lived in harmony until European
colonialism created artificial divisions that led ultimately to the
final genocidal catastrophe. In the new, post-genocide Rwanda, ethnic
classification has officially disappeared, and even the terminology of
ethnicity is forbidden. Officially, all Rwandans are again what they
ostensibly once were: simply Rwandans.

2.7. Since history can matter greatly to a country's sense of itself,
these conflicting views of the past should be reconciled. The most
positive way would be to recognize the flaws in both versions. Using
this quite conventional test, it seems most likely that it was under
Mwami (King) Rwabugiri, the Tutsi who ruled during the late 1800s, that
the chief characteristics of modern Rwanda were fixed. From that point,
a powerful head of a centralized state provided firm direction to a
series of subordinate structures that were ethnically differentiated
under Tutsi domination. And while there was no known violence between
the Tutsi and the Hutu during those pre-colonial years, the explicit
domination of one group and the subordination of the other could hardly
have failed to create antagonism between the two.[3] In short, it is
clear that Rwandans have, in some way, regarded themselves as members of
either one or the other ethnic group for well over a century now, and
when we take into account the massive trauma of the past decade, it
seems inconceivable to us that any future lasting peace for this country
is possible if it fails to take that reality squarely into account.

2.8. Having said that, we now come to two of the great culprits in this
tragic saga. From 1895 to 1916, Rwanda was a German colony. In 1916, in
the midst of the First World War, Germany was forced to retreat from its
east African territories and was replaced in Rwanda and Burundi by
Belgium. For the next 45 years, the Belgians controlled the destinies of
Rwanda, Burundi, and the Congo. Virtually all authorities (including
both Hutu and Tutsi) agree that first Germany, but above all Belgium,
organized the colony very much along the lines that Mwami Rwabugiri had
drawn, though the colonizers made those lines far more rigid,
inflexible, and self-serving. But the point to be noted is that they did
not have to do so. The interpretation that the European powers were
merely maintaining the status quo as they had found it ignores their
power to impose on their new African acquisitions more or less whatever
form of governance they chose.



2.9. This was the first defining moment in the modern history of the
country, a building block upon which all others would stand and,
eventually, fall. It served the purposes of the colonizers to recognize
the King and the Tutsi rulers surrounding him and to assign to them
significant - if always subservient - political power and administrative
duties. Through the classic system of indirect rule, a mere handful of
Europeans were able to run Rwanda in whatever manner they deemed most
beneficial to imperial interests. They also shared the Tutsi
aristocracy's interest in extending its control over the small Hutu
kingdoms in the north-west that had resisted this fate until now and in
bringing the other peripheral regions of the country more tightly under
central command. At the same time, the colonizers did not hesitate to
change any aspect of society they found wanting. These included making
the King subject to his colonial masters and reducing the influence of
the remaining Hutu sub-chiefs.

2.10. Colonizer and the local elite also shared an interest in endorsing
the pernicious, racist notions about the Tutsi and the Hutu that had
been concocted by missionaries, explorers, and early anthropologists in
that period. The theory was based both on the appearance of many Tutsi -
generally taller and thinner than were most Hutu - and European
incredulity over the fact that Africans could, by themselves, create the
sophisticated kingdom that the first white men to arrive in Rwanda found
there. From the thinnest of air, an original racial fantasy known as the
Hamitic hypothesis was spun by the first British intruders. It posited
that the Tutsi had sprung from a superior Caucasoid race from the Nile
Valley, and probably even had Christian origins. On the evolutionary
scale then all the rage in Europe, the Tutsi could be seen as
approaching, very painstakingly, to be sure, the exalted level of white
people. They were considered more intelligent, more reliable, harder
working, and more like whites than the “Bantu” Hutu majority. [4]

2.11. The Belgians appreciated this natural order of things so greatly
that, in a series of administrative measures between 1926 and 1932, they
institutionalized the cleavage between the two races (race being the
explicit concept used at the time before the milder notion of ethnicity
was introduced later on), culminating in identity cards that were issued
to every Rwandan, declaring each to be either Hutu or Tutsi. This card
system was maintained for over 60 years and, in a tragic irony,
eventually became key to enabling Hutu killers to identify during the
genocide the Tutsi who were its original beneficiaries. [5]

2.12. A version of the facts meant to underline the arbitrariness and
foolishness of the identification exercise is repeated in many histories
but, as is true of much about the country's past, is disputed by others.
It contends that anyone who owned 10 cows was automatically designated a
Tutsi, while the rest were deemed to be Hutu. A quite different account
holds that the Belgians asked each Rwandan to declare for himself or
herself, with 15 per cent identifying themselves as Tutsi, 84 per cent
as Hutu, and one per cent as Twa, a group of potters and hunter-
gatherers. [6] Whichever way ethnic identity was assigned, it became the
basis for determining the allocation of many of the prizes the country
had to offer: school places, civil service jobs, and the like.

2.13. The ramifications of the Belgian system could hardly have been
clearer. Between 1932 and 1957, for example, more than three-quarters of
the students in the only secondary school in the small city of Butare
were Tutsi. Ninety-five per cent of the country's civil service came to
be Tutsi. Forty-three out of 45 chiefs and all but 10 of 559 sub-chiefs
were Tutsi.[7]



2.14. Official racism evidently was not a system about which the
colonizers were in any way ashamed; nor was their spiritual partner, the
Catholic church of Rwanda. Indeed, the two supported and reinforced each
other in mutually beneficial ways. Although Catholic missionaries had
arrived before the Belgians, large-scale conversions to Catholicism came
only with the administrative reforms of the late 1920s. Hundreds of
thousands of Rwandans converted, making the church the country's main
social institution. When the King demonstrated an unacceptable
determination to keep alive Rwandan traditions and customs and to resist
the will of the administrators and missionaries, they united to depose
him in favour of his son, who had been educated in mission schools and
was likely to accept Christianity.[8] With the population's conversion,
Belgium's interests were largely satisfied. They had created the Rwanda
they wanted: centralized, easy to control, efficient, intolerant of
nonconformity, and Catholic.

2.15. It is not possible to write about Rwanda without writing about the
role of the Catholic church, which, since the arrival of the Belgians,
has functioned virtually as the country's state church. That role, as
evident during the genocide as it was in the colonial period, is one
about which it would be hard to feel proud at any time.

2.16. Much of the elaborate Hamitic ideology was simply invented by the
Catholic White Fathers, missionaries who wrote what later became the
established version of Rwandan history to conform to their essentially
racist views.[9] Because they controlled all schooling in the colony,
the White Fathers were able, with the full endorsement of the Belgians,
to indoctrinate generations of school children, both Hutu and Tutsi,
with the pernicious Hamitic notions. Whatever else they learned, no
student could have failed to absorb the lessons of ethnic cleavage and
racial ranking.

2.17. Together, the Belgians and the Catholic church were guilty of what
some call “ethnogenesis” - the institutionalization of rigid ethnic
identities for political purposes. The proposition that it was
legitimate to politicize and polarize society through ethnic cleavages -
to play the 'ethnic card' for political advantage, as a later generation
would describe the tactic - became integral to Rwandan public life.
Ethnogenesis was by no means unknown in other African colonies and,
destructive as it has been everywhere, no other genocide has occurred.
But it was everywhere a force of great potential consequence and, in
Rwanda, it combined with other factors with ultimately devastating
consequences.

2.18. Until the end of the colonial period, Rwandan society resembled a
steep, clearly defined pyramid. At the very top of the hierarchy were
the whites, known locally as Bazungu; a tiny cluster of Belgian
administrators; and Catholic missionaries whose power and control were
undisputed. Below them were their chosen intermediaries, a very small
group of Tutsi drawn mainly from two clans who monopolized most of the
opportunities provided by indirect rule. Wherever the Belgians gave this
group the latitude to exert control, they did so stringently, almost
always leaving animosity behind in their wake.



2.19. The fact that just two Tutsi clans among many were privileged by
colonial rule points to a central truth of Rwanda: It has never been
valid to imply that a homogeneous Tutsi or Hutu community existed at any
time. [10] From the past century through to the present, the Hutu and the
Tutsi have always included various groups with different interests and
perspectives. This reality was evident throughout the hierarchy. Below
the small indigenous Tutsi elite were not only virtually all of Rwanda's
Hutu population, but the large majority of their fellow Tutsi, as well.
Most Tutsi were not much more privileged in social or economic terms
than the Hutu. Although they were considered superior to the Hutu in
theory, in practice most Tutsi were relegated to the status of serfs.
Both had more than enough reason to resent the Tutsi chiefs who
regularly imposed onerous obligations on the majority of the population,
including taxes and the surrender of cash crops and unpaid labour. These
compulsory activities could eat up half of an adult's working time, and
failure to co-operate was dealt with brutally. In 1948, a UN delegation
met with 250 peasants in Rwanda, 247 of whom reported that they had been
beaten, many of them frequently.[11]

2.20. Nearly every well-known study of the Rwandan people emphasizes
their respect for and deference to authority; some go so far as to
describe a culture of blind obedience, and they cite this characteristic
to explain why so many ordinary Hutu participated in the genocide.[12]
In our view, this analysis is too simplistic. As we will show, there
were a number of significant occasions over the decades under review
when people did not hesitate to show their anger, frustration, and
disappointment towards state authority. The characterization of Rwandans
as natural followers minimizes the effects on a people of systematic
manipulation, indoctrination, and coercion.

2.21.Certainly, no Rwandans appreciated the burdens so harshly forced on
them. Most Tutsi shared the hardships of the Hutu; both were exploited
by a privileged class. But to the Hutu, the oppressor was viewed not as
a class, but as an ethnic group. Many Tutsi who were not among the elite
contributed to this interpretation by flaunting the superior status
conferred upon them by reason of ethnic identification. Many Tutsi
looked upon the Hutu with open scorn, treated them with contempt and, in
a variety of ways, humiliated them in social contacts.[13] The two
groups virtually shared just one conviction: that the Twa were at the
bottom of the Rwandan hierarchy. Whatever the objective similarities of
Hutu and Tutsi, the cleavage between them had become commonplace in most
aspects of Rwandan life by the end of the colonial era. The coming of
independence created a perfect opportunity to bridge the gap between the
two in the name of a larger Rwandan loyalty. But the chance was
forfeited, as the downtrodden Hutu suddenly discovered the many
convenient uses of the ethnic card. In the end, unlike that of most
African countries where a single unifying nationalist movement had
become predominant, Rwanda's independence was more of a repudiation by
the majority of their despotic local overlords than of their harsh but
remote European colonial masters.

1. David Newbury and Catherine Newbury, "An Inquiry into the Historical
Preconditions of the Rwandan Genocide," IPEP-commissioned paper, 1999,
10.

2 Presentations to IPEP Panel by various individuals and officials in
Kigali.

3 David Millwood (ed.), The International Response to Conflict and
Genocide: Lessons from the Rwanda Experience, Studies 1-4 (Joint
Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda, March 1996), Study 1, 21-
25.

4. Gérard Prunier, The Rwanda Crisis: History of a Genocide 1959-1994
(London: Hurst and Company, 1997), 5-9.



5. Millwood, Study 1, 10.

6. Alison DesForges, Leave None to Tell the Story: Genocide in Rwanda
(New York: Human Rights Watch, 1999), 37.

7. Ibid.

8. Alison DesForges, “Defeat is the Only Bad News: Rwanda under Musinga,
1896-1931,” Yale University, Ph.D. thesis, 1972, 351.

9. Rakiya Omaar and Alex de Waal, "Genocide in Rwanda: US Complicity by
Silence," Covert Action Quarterly, 52 (Spring 1995), 6.

10. Newbury and Newbury, 10 and 12.
11. Rene Lemarchand, Rwanda and Burundi (New York: Praeger, 1970), 123.
12. Prunier, 57, 59.

13. Ibid, 38-39.



Rwanda: The Preventable Genocide

CHAPTER 3

THE FIRST REPUBLIC 1959-1973

3.1. In almost every way, the events of the years 1959 to 1962
constituted a tragic series of wasted opportunities for Rwanda. The
country badly needed a revolution. It needed to enter the bold new era
of independence under vigorous leadership that would reflect the actual
make-up of the country, with a democratic government, guaranteed rights
for both the majority and the minority, a national identity that would
take precedence over ethnic loyalties, and a commitment to public
policies that would benefit all Rwandan citizens. None of this happened.

3.2. It was not as if these were uneventful years in the life of the
country. Not even conservative Rwanda could ignore the nationalist winds
of change that were blowing across Africa in the late 1950s. And for all
their vaunted deference to authority, many Rwandans were in a rebellious
mood. One view of Rwandan history insists that the movement for
independence was largely engineered by the Belgians and the Catholic
hierarchy in order to replace their erstwhile Tutsi collaborators with a
more co-operative Hutu administration.[l] This interpretation makes the
Rwandans nothing but pawns in a European game. In fact, the so-called
Rwandan Revolution of 1959 to 1962 was assisted by these outsiders, but
it was hardly imposed by them.

3.3. It is certainly true that both the colonial power and the church in
these years, seeing the inevitability of majority Hutu domination, had
completely transferred their loyalties from the Tutsi to the Hutu. There
would be an election sooner or later, the Hutu would win, and interest
in the question of minority rights was, in those days, reserved for
colonies where the minority was white. In almost no time, Rwanda's Hutu
found themselves warmly embraced by those who had only recently scorned
them.

3.4. The Hutu were more than ready for their new champions. Their
disaffection with the status quo cannot be doubted. The great mass of
poor Hutu peasantry had grown increasingly resentful of its harsh
exploitation by the Tutsi overlords, and the prevailing racial ideology
extended that resentment to all Tutsi, not just the obvious class enemy.
At the same time, a small, emerging elite of Hutu who had succeeded in
gaining admittance to Catholic divinity schools was now demanding its
share of the rewards monopolized by the Tutsi. That this new Hutu elite
had little to offer its rural ethnic kin became an issue only in later
years.

3.5. What these young, educated men wanted for themselves and others
like them was to share in the privileges of westernization, above all,
to have greater opportunities for education and appropriate employment.
This was made abundantly clear by the nine frustrated drafters of the
Bahutu Manifesto of 1957. That document, which was directed quite
accurately against the ‘dual colonialism’ of the Belgians and the Tutsi,
expressed particular resentment toward the ‘political monopoly’ of the
Tutsi that had expanded into an economic and social monopoly. The
manifesto's central passage highlights this: “The problem is basically
that of the monopoly of one race, the Tutsi... which condemns the
desperate Hutu to be forever subaltern workers.”[2] That the Bahutu
Manifesto used ethnic and even racist terminology was inevitable. It
reflected the ideological language that the Belgians, the church, and
the Tutsi leadership had all imposed on the Hutu.



3.6. There was to be no Rwandan revolution. It is technically true that
within a mere three years a Tutsi-dominated monarchy under colonial rule
gave way to a Hutu-led independent republic. But in practice, the
changes mostly affected the top rungs of Rwandan society. A small band
of Hutu, mainly from the south-centre and, therefore, not representative
even of the entire new Hutu elite, replaced the tiny Tutsi elite. They
were backed with enthusiasm by the Catholic church and their former
Belgian colonial masters. Accepting the racist premises of their former
oppressors, the Hutu now treated all Tutsi as untrustworthy foreign
invaders who had no rights and deserved no consideration. The well-being
of the peasant farmers, who comprised the vast majority of the
population, was not a prominent consideration of the new leadership. In
the remarkably tough and prescient words of a 1961 UN Trusteeship
Council report, “The developments of these last 18 months have brought
about the racial dictatorship of one party... An oppressive system has
been replaced by another one... It is quite possible that some day we
will witness violent reactions on the part of the Tutsi.”[3]

3.7. Other than the change in the names and faces of the tiny ruling
class, independence really produced only one major change for Rwanda:
the introduction of violence between the two, increasingly divided,
ethnic groups.

3.8. Perhaps what is most distressing about these unhealthy developments
is that there was nothing inevitable about them. The demands of the
Bahutu Manifesto were really quite modest, mostly just a share of the
spoils for the signatories themselves. Moreover, some Tutsi were quite
prepared to recognize the justice of this demand and were ready to go
forward to independence on the basis of some kind of power-sharing
agreement. Moderation was the byword of two of the new political parties
thrown up in the pre-independence excitement. Although one was primarily
Hutu and the other primarily Tutsi, the leaders of both parties
downplayed ethnicity and appealed to the common people of all
backgrounds. [4]

3.9. The poisoned colonial legacy made it impossible for the voices of
moderation to prevail over those of extremism and intransigence. The
kind of nationalist movement common in so many other colonies, uniting
different communal elements under one broad umbrella, failed to flourish
in Rwanda. In 1958, a group of conservatives at the royal court
arrogantly dismissed both the Bahutu Manifesto and any other basis for
Tutsi-Hutu co-operation since, after all, the Tutsi had long before
subjugated the Hutu by force.[5] Extremism bred extremism, and there
were more than enough demagogues on either side who understood the
short-run benefits of polarization. The less power to be shared, the
greater the rewards for the victors, especially in a country where the
state was far and away the greatest generator of such rewards.

3.10. The first violence occurred in late 1959. Already the political
climate was tense, with the death of the King in mid-year in suspicious
circumstances.[6] Under the leadership of Grégoire Kayibanda, a graduate
of the Catholic seminary and co-signatory of the manifesto, a
predominant Hutu party had emerged - Mouvement Démocratique
rwandais/Parti du mouvement de 1l'émancipation Hutu, or Parmehutu. When
Tutsi youth beat up a Parmehutu activist, Hutu rushed to exploit the
moment. They retaliated, and civil war broke out.[7] The Belgians and
church leaders were both blatantly partial to their new Hutu friends.
The White Fathers gave strategic advice to some of the Hutu leaders and,
in general, blessed their cause. At the same time, the senior Belgian
military officer on the spot directed events on behalf of the Hutu,
while his troops, when they were not passively standing by, were
actually encouraging Hutu attacks against Tutsi. [8]



3.11. Houses were burned, and people were clubbed or speared to death.
In this first outbreak of anti-Tutsi violence, several hundred people
were killed - a large number for a small country. But for the most part,
the Hutu attacks were aimed selectively not at all Tutsi, but at the
rich and powerful ones who had both operated and benefited from the
oppressive indigenous administration. For that reason, this series of
events is most accurately regarded as a class uprising rather than as a
first step toward genocide.

3.12. Huge numbers of Tutsi fled the areas of the most fierce fighting,
some 10,000 taking refuge in neighbouring states. A later generation
would find this figure small compared to the hundreds of thousands of
refugees who were created through the Great Lakes Region in the 1990s,
but it was a remarkable number by any standard - particularly since a
mere handful of unwanted refugees can cause a panic in a host country.

3.13. And some of the exiled Tutsi did make up enormous refugee waves.
They became an early example of a new reality that later would convulse
the entire Great Lakes Region and many of its neighbouring countries.
Conflicts that generate refugees can easily lead to conflicts generated
by refugees.[9] Not all refugees remain passive victims; some turn into
warriors. It was these guerrilla fighters who were famously called
"inyenzi," or cockroaches, by the Hutu, a label that would be
resurrected with a vengeance 30 years later. Between 1961 and 1967,
Tutsi commandos operating from outside the country launched a dozen
raids on Rwanda.[10] The impact was devastating for other Tutsi. After
each incursion, reprisals were carried out by government troops against
the Tutsi in the country. The most serious of these incidents occurred
in December 1963, when an unsuccessful and ill-planned raid from Burundi
led to a Hutu backlash that claimed more than 10,000 Tutsi lives in a
four-day period.[11]

3.14. Before these incursions ceased, 20,000 Tutsi had been killed, and
another 300,000 had fled to the Congo, Burundi, Uganda, and what was
then called Tanganyika.[12] The nature of the reprisal attacks changed.
Hutu government officials (senior officials were all Hutu) began
accusing all Tutsi of being accomplices of the raiders. All Tutsi, in
any event, were considered foreign invaders and, accordingly, all became
fair game for the slaughters of these years; significantly, this
included women and children. In that sense, as an aggressive and
exclusivist Hutu solidarity was consciously being forged in opposition
to these despised outsiders, we can see another building block in the
long road to genocide. Indeed, the massacres briefly caught the
attention of the outside world and were condemned as genocidal by such
prominent western dissidents as philosophers Bertrand Russell in England
and Jean-Paul Sartre in France.[13]

3.15. These protests changed little in Rwanda. Kayibanda and his fellow
Parmehutu leaders remained in power until 1973. The deliberate widening
of ethnic cleavages was the most obvious disappointment. With the full
backing of the Catholic church, a conveniently twisted interpretation of
democracy was propounded, based on the notion of “rubanda nyamwinshi,”
meaning the majority people. Even though Kayibanda ruled as a dictator
in a country that had never known democracy, since the Hutu formed a
clear majority of the Rwandan population, by definition Hutu rule was
deemed democratic rule.



3.16. The Tutsi were effectively banned from the upper reaches of the
government and the military. Because the private sector was minute and
international links negligible, the Tutsi's sole opportunity for
advancement was the all-important public sector, where jobs were made
available to ethnic groups in proportion to their numbers. The ethnic
identity cards introduced 30 years earlier by the Belgians were
retained, and these governed virtually all public and commercial
relationships. Only the beneficiaries of this malevolent institution
changed. Perhaps because of the massacres and exiles, or because some
Tutsi managed to be re-classified as Hutu, or because Hutu were now in
charge of gathering statistics, the percentage of recognized Tutsi in
the population declined sharply. As high as 17.5 per cent in 1952, by
the 1978 census, the Tutsi population had become a mere 10 per cent. The
identification system formed the basis for a strict quota system, which,
in turn, determined such key matters as school enrollments and civil
service hiring. [14]

3.17. Although Rwanda was now a republic, President Kayibanda functioned
very much like the Mwami of yore but, of course, as a Hutu on behalf of
the Hutu. The government was authoritarian, elitist, and secretive;
these values could hardly have been more out of sync with an Africa
where socialism, revolution, and development were passionately debated.
Only the reality of being a one-party state was shared with many other
emerging independent nations. The sole values that counted were the
intrinsic worth of being Hutu, “democracy” based on a demographic
majority, following a moral Christian life, and the virtues of hard work
over politics, especially any politics reminiscent of communism. Indeed,
the majority of the population remained overwhelmingly poor, rural,
hard-working, Catholic, and insular.

3.18. Despite heartfelt rhetoric about Hutu solidarity (as we have noted
earlier about the Tutsi), the notion of a single Hutu people was a
complete fiction. Not only was there a vast gulf between ruler and
ruled, but within the elite as well there were different factions that
were divided by regional background, among other ways.[15] The Hutu of
the north and north-west always saw themselves, above all, as different
from and better than the rest of their kin. They had developed something
of an historical mythology of separateness, based on their late
incorporation into the Rwandan state system.[16] By 1972, 10 years after
the formal declaration of Rwandan independence, northern Hutu leaders
had grown frustrated by the monopoly of power and government exercized
by Kayibanda and his narrowly based Parmehutu. Desperate to hold on to
office, the President saw only one viable stratagem. It was time to
emphasize ethnic divisions once more - this time, to insist on Hutu
solidarity at the expense of the Tutsi.

3.19. So-called Committees of Public Salvation were organized to make
sure that ethnic quotas were being honoured in schools, at the country's
one university (at Butare, opened a decade earlier), within the civil
service, and even in private businesses. At the same time, a wave of
anti-Tutsi pogroms erupted, some of them in the countryside involving
the local peasantry. While the number killed was relatively small, and
we stress the word “relatively,” the general atmosphere of intimidation
and terror led to yet another exodus of thousands of Tutsi from the
homeland.

3.20. The terror failed, however, to save Kayibanda's presidency. In
July 1973, General Juvenal Habyarimana, the senior military officer,
seized power with a promise to restore order and national unity. The
atmosphere of the country was so oppressive at that point that the coup
was met with widespread popular relief, even by most Tutsi.



THE ROLE OF BURUNDI

3.21. Another event triggered the anti-Tutsi terror of 1972-73: the
massive slaughter of Hutu by the Tutsi minority government in
neighbouring Burundi, one of the worst atrocities in Africa in the post-
colonial era. Just as the Rwanda of recent years cannot be analyzed
sensibly apart from the Congo and the rest of the Great Lakes Region
nations, so it cannot over the past four decades be understood in
isolation from Burundi, its partner on a deadly seesaw. It is clear that
40 years of complex reactions and counter-reactions have contributed to
the triumph, in both countries, of ethnic identities at the expense of
larger national loyalties.

3.22. Under German colonialism, Rwanda and Burundi had been merged into
a single colony called Ruanda-Urundi for administrative purposes. Later
they became, first, League of Nations Mandate Territories and then
United Nations Trust Territories under Belgian administration, and were
separated once again. Both countries gained independence from Belgium in
1962. In each, the ethnic mix is about 85 per cent Hutu and 15 per cent
Tutsi. Neither country experienced open conflict between the two groups
before their movements for independence.

3.23. The interconnectedness of the two nations has been clear since
independence, when events in Rwanda offered what one authority calls “a
powerful demonstration effect on both Hutu and Tutsi in Burundi, causing
enormous mutual distrust between them.”[17] The ugly process that
resulted in the proclamation of a Hutu republic in Rwanda offered
inspiration to Burundi's Hutu politicians and nightmares to their Tutsi
counterparts. Of all the factors that have sharpened the edges of
Burundi's Hutu-Tutsi conflict, none has been more decisive than the
1960-1961 flight into Burundi of some 50,000 Tutsi refugees from Rwanda
who had been rendered homeless by Hutu-instigated violence. [18]
Burundian Tutsi determination to avoid a Rwanda-like scenario became an
obsession.

3.24. In both countries, independence brought bitter and violent power
struggles among factions of the ruling ethnic group and between all Hutu
and Tutsi. The key difference is that, unlike Rwanda, Burundi has been
ruled since independence by a sub-group of Tutsi. Another difference is
that, given their minority status, the Burundian Tutsi rulers have felt
compelled to deny the ethnic cleavage that Rwanda's rulers celebrated.
Official Burundian ideology, like that of Rwanda under its post-genocide
government, denies the centrality of ethnicity and insists, despite
evidence to the contrary, that any internal divisions in Burundi have
been invented by subversives.[19]

3.25. Since 1962, Burundi's Tutsi minority has dominated successive
governments, the army and other security forces, the judiciary, the
educational system, the news media, and the business world. In Rwanda,
such domination was seen to legitimize the country's own rigid quota
system. In Burundi, it has led to a state of almost permanent conflict.
The decades-long struggle for power between the elites of the two groups
has led to the deaths of hundreds of thousands of Burundians, most of
them civilians. Repeated Hutu challenges to Tutsi domination have been
followed each time by vicious reprisals by the Tutsi army and police
against Hutu civilians that were invariably disproportionate to the
original provocation. In the years between independence and the genocide
in Rwanda, no fewer than seven giant waves of killings occurred in
Burundi: in 1965, 1969, 1972, 1988, 1991, 1992, and 1993.



3.26. Victimization of the Tutsi in one country was first aggravated by,
and then used to justify, persecution of the Hutu in the other country
and vice versa. Each act of repression in the one state became the
pretext for a renewed round of killing in the other. Such retaliation
was fuelled by the constant refugee movements across the shared border,
the inflammatory tales told by all who fled, and the eagerness felt by
many of them to join in any attempts to wreak revenge from their new
refuge. Perhaps refugees were also emboldened by yet another perverse,
common characteristic of the two nations: In both countries, massacres
by governments went largely unpunished, and a pervasive culture of
impunity began to complement the growing culture of violence that was
emerging.

3.27. It remains something of a mystery that the two countries have
never been willing to go to war with each other. Instead, a vicious
cycle of what one authority describes as “pre-emptive, internalized
retaliation”[20] was established between the two. Rather than come to
the defence of Rwandan Tutsi when they were attacked by their own Hutu
government, the Burundian government would actually retaliate against
its own innocent Hutu majority, and vice versa. This almost symmetrical
massacre syndrome lasted until July 1994 when, for the first time, both
countries were headed by de facto Tutsi governments.

3.28. In 1972 and 1973, any talk of peace or stability seemed wildly
unrealistic as violence began in Burundi, initiated by the Hutu. In
April 1972, “like a bolt out of the blue” as one authority describes
it,[21] a violent insurrection in two Burundian towns led to the deaths
of between 2,000 and 3,000 Tutsi, as well as a number of Hutu who
refused to join the rebels. Between May and August, the Tutsi military
government of Michel Micombero retaliated many times over. “What
followed was not so much a repression as a hideous slaughter of Hutu
civilians....By August, almost every educated Hutu was either dead or in
exile.”[22]

3.29. Such deliberate targeting went far beyond restoring peace and
order. The ultimate objective was to systematically eliminate all Hutu
who might at any time in the future threaten Tutsi rule:anyone with an
education, civil servants, university students, and school children. The
original Hutu outbreak persuaded many Burundian Tutsi that their very
survival was in mortal danger; accounts of the horrors experienced
during Rwanda's move to independence were easily resurrected. Hutu
elites, present and potential, had proven themselves a threat that could
no longer be tolerated. A definitive solution was clearly called for,
and it worked to perfection. Conservative estimates put the total number
of victims somewhere between 100,000 and 150,000.The next generation of
Hutu insists the number was closer to 300,000, and few among their elite
are willing to forget or forgive.[23] But the slaughter had precisely
the intended effect. For the next 16 years, with Hutu leadership
decimated, Burundi was calm; and peace and order eventually prevailed in
Rwanda, too. It may be that the demonstration effect for once worked to
positive ends.
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CHAPTER 4

HABYARIMANA'S REGIME: 1973-LATE 1980s

4.1. Juvenal Habyarimana ruled Rwanda for 21 years until his death in a
plane crash, on April 6, 1994, that was the trigger for the genocide.
For at least two-thirds of his presidency, the country was stable and
peaceful and enjoyed an outstanding reputation in the world. The
question that inescapably follows is simple: How did such a regime
change and become the organizer and executor of genocide?

4.2. Certainly for the Tutsi in the country, the relief felt by
Kayibanda's fall and Habyarimana's accession was not entirely
unjustified. Tutsi were not about to become equals under any Hutu
government of the time but, during the first 17 years of Habyarimana's
regime, life became tolerable. He offered the Tutsi a modus vivendi. If
they were strict about staying away from any of the levers of power and
eschewed politics, government, and the military, they could otherwise
live a mostly normal existence. This deal was well understood as non-
negotiable.

4.3. The first positive consequence of the implicit deal between
Habyarimana and the Tutsi was an end to violence. Physical harassment
largely ceased and, for 17 years, there were no massacres of Tutsi. By
itself, of course, such peace was a dramatic development, and it
demonstrated that the Hutu and the Tutsi could live together in relative
harmony when their leaders stopped their cynical manipulations.

4.4. During this period, much about Rwanda remained as it had been for
some time. Identification cards, ethnic quotas, and spheres of exclusive
ethnic concentration remained hallmarks of the society. Power at every
level was still monopolized, now by the Hutu. There was neither a single
Tutsi head of a prefecture nor a single Tutsi burgomaster until,
curiously, the very end of the period. There was only a handful of Tutsi
officers in the entire army, and officers were discouraged from marrying
Tutsi women.[1l] One Tutsi held a seat in a Cabinet of 25 to 30
ministers, [2] and two Tutsi sat in a Parliament of 70 members.

4.5. On the other hand, the private sector was now thrown open, and many
Tutsi flourished as businesspeople, some becoming very successful and
largely dominating international trade. In a small capital such as
Kigali, there are few secrets, and it was well known that some Tutsi
entrepreneurs had developed cordial relations and a certain influence
with government officials. While ethnic quotas remained the rule, they
were now loosely enforced, and Tutsi were known to have considerably
more than their allotted nine per cent of the places in schools,
universities, the professions, and even the civil service.[3] Life was
hardly ideal for Rwanda's Tutsi, but it was incomparably better than it
had been for some years.

4.6. The kind of ambiguity demonstrated in the treatment of the Tutsi
was characteristic of Habyarimana's reign. Here was a harsh military
dictatorship based on open ethnic exclusion and hailed by many outsiders
as “the Switzerland of Africa”: peaceful, stable, hardworking, and
reliable. In the same way that the Tutsi were relatively better off than
they had been during the previous decade, so Rwanda was relatively
attractive compared with the competition. As one German missionary later
recalled, “[In the early 1980s] we used to compare the nearly idyllic
situation in Rwanda with the post-Idi Amin chaos in Uganda, the Tutsi
apartheid in Burundi, the ‘real African socialism’ of Tanzania, and
Mobutu's kleptocracy in Zaire, and we felt the regime had many positive
points.” [4]



4.7. After all, the coup that toppled the Kayibanda government was
bloodless, with the exception of about 50 of its leaders,including the
President himself. They later either were executed or died miserably in
prison. There was a party system, but it had only one party, created by
Habyarimana personally after he outlawed all others. His new Mouvement
Révolutionnaire National pour le Développement (MRND) was explicitly
recognised in the Rwandan constitution, which was changed to enshrine
one-party rule as a core value of the country.[5] The structures of a
totalitarian regime were put into place systematically. All officials
were chosen from party cadres. The party was everywhere, from the very
top of the government hierarchy to its very base.

4.8. Twice in this period, Habyarimana submitted himself to the public's
scrutiny in presidential elections. Fortunately for him, under the
constitution, there could be only one candidate, and in both 1983 and
1988 the President was triumphantly re-elected with 99.98 per cent of
the vote.[6]

4.9. Control was the obsession of the regime. The domination of the
state was firmed up in even the remotest corners of the land and in
virtually every aspect of life. The country was divided into 10
prefectures run by centrally-appointed prefects, then into some 145
communes, each headed by a burgomaster, and finally into cells or
"collines." [7] Communes had, for the most part, an average of between
40,000 and 50,000 residents. The burgomasters influenced their lives in
every aspect, from mediating conflicts over property, to hiring and
firing commune staff (including the communal policemen who were at the
burgomasters' command), to finding places in secondary school. The
burgomaster was the ultimate authority at the local level, and every one
was appointed and could be removed by the President personally.

4.10. The communes were sub-divided into 5,000-person sectors and then
into 1,000-person cells; and though there were elected councillors at
each level, in reality they were primarily there to execute the
decisions of the burgomasters.

4.11. Rwanda became a byword for efficiency, one of the reasons, of
course, that foreigners admired it so uncritically. This characteristic
has endured from pre-colonial times, through the genocide itself, and
remains true today. Yet efficiency is merely a tool and, under
Habyarimana, Rwanda came close to being a textbook case of efficiently
dictatorial government. Identification cards included place of residence
and, while travel was tolerated, changing addresses was frowned upon
and, in any event, needed official authorization. Each commune submitted
frequent reports of births, deaths, and movements in and out, while each
burgomaster sent information to agents of the government's pervasive
secret service about any strangers seen in his district. “Collines” made
up the country's main geographic and social points of reference and, at
every moment, each was visibly rife with centrally-appointed
administrators, chiefs, security agents, policemen, and local party
cadres of all kinds.

4.12. Rwanda's one-party status was similar to that prevailing in many
African countries during these years. Many African governments at the
time insisted that real democracy was only possible within a single
governing party that could contain and reconcile all opposition views.
Tanzania under Julius Nyerere was the best-known model of this political
structure. Trade unions were expected to be a component of the ruling
coalition. Local human rights organizations were largely unknown. Rwanda
fit the one-party mould with the added local twist that it practised
demographic democracy: since the Hutu constituted 85 per cent of the
population, a Hutu government was inherently democratic. [8]



4.13. As in most one-party states, the fate awaiting those Rwandans who
did not accept the rules was clear to all. Dissenters were few and far
between, and the few nonconformists were subjected to arbitrary arrests,
torture, and long stretches in wretched prisons without benefit of
trial. The justice system was independent in name only. There was a
small, almost exclusively Hutu intellectual elite, including academics
at the country's only university, on whom the government could count for
active support or, at the least, acquiescent silence. Job loss was the
price of speaking out. Press freedom was tightly controlled.

4.14. The hierarchy of the Catholic church remained a firm, reliable
bulwark of Habyarimana's republic, literally until the end. More than 60
per cent of Rwandans were Catholic. To all intents and purposes,
separation between church and state barely existed. Though Tutsi had
always made up the majority of the Catholic clergy and still did, seven
of the nine bishops in place at the start of the genocide were Hutu; and
church leaders were active in both state and party structures at all
levels, including the very top. As virtually every study of the period
pointedly notes, the archbishop of Kigali, Mgr. Vincent Nsengiyumva, a
Hutu from the north, was a close and trusted colleague of the
President. [9] The personal confessor of the President's wife, Agathe,
and known for wearing Habyarimana's portrait pin on his cassock,
Nsengiyumva served as an active member of the central committee of the
ruling MRND party until Rome forced his reluctant resignation from the
committee in 1989.

4.15. As we have seen, church and state had historically maintained
mutually beneficial working relationships, a phenomenon that was
strengthened throughout Habyarimana's long regime. The churches provided
additional symbolic legitimacy to the state, which, in turn, facilitated
church activities. Both emphasised the principle of obedience and
increased dependency on the structures of authority. Together they co-
operated in “extending control over the population, regulating their
behaviour and integrating them into the economy and the political
realm.” [10] They shared key social values as well, including those that
had direct impact on state policy. Although Rwanda was described by all
as a country with too little land and too many people, birth control,
for example, was anathema both as public policy and private practice. In
time, Habyarimana was able to use the common acceptance of the country's
steady population growth as an excuse for refusing to allow the return
of refugees who had fled during massacres of the Tutsi that were
organised by the previous government. Only toward the end did he appear
to relent on the issue but, by then, it was too late.

4.16. Almost 20 per cent of the population were affiliated with wvarious
Protestant denominations, none of which had an institutional position in
the regime. The Anglican hierarchy and the Baptists were supportive
generally, however, and the president of the country's Presbyterian
church was a member of an MRND committee in his prefecture.[11]

4.17. Few of the structural characteristics of the Habyarimana regime
distinguished it from its predecessor, although there were some
significant differences. Ethnic policies aside, the Habyarimana
government was very much in the mainstream of contemporary Africa.
Unlike the conservative and insular Kayibanda, Habyarimana was a
modernizing leader who opened the country to the outside world. He
travelled outside the country frequently, establishing close
relationships with other members of the Francophonie, especially among
its African members and France itself, as well as with his fellow
leaders in the Great Lakes Region.[12] Zaire's Mobutu became something
of a mentor, private sector investment was welcome, and foreign aid was
encouraged. Although the population remained overwhelmingly rural, the
capital city of Kigali, a tiny town of 15,000 at independence, grew into
a small urban centre of 250,000 by the early 1990s.



4.18. Impressive economic strides were made. Compared with the other
four Great Lakes Region nations - Zaire, Burundi, Uganda and Tanzania -
Rwanda saw a significant increase in GNP per capita during the first 15
years of the Habyarimana government. Comparisons with its four immediate
neighbours cast an even better light on Rwanda, which had the lowest GNP
per capita among the five when the regime began and climbed to the
highest, by a substantial amount, before it ended.[13] At independence,
only two countries in the world had a lower per capita income than
Rwanda. A quarter-century later, it was 19th from the bottom, [14] a
ranking that meant the country, while still staggeringly poor, was
making progress at the same time as its neighbours languished.

4.19. The economy diversified. In the period from 1962 to 1987,
agriculture declined to 48 per cent of total GNP, from 80 per cent.[15]
Beginning with a base of subsistence farming, Belgium had constructed a
colonial economy on a foundation of export crops that were wholly
dependent on price fluctuations in the international commodity markets.
Coffee, tea, and tin prices substantially determined the health of the
economy, accounting for fully 80 per cent of foreign exchange
earnings.[16] Through the first decade or so of the Habyarimana
government, prices for all three were relatively high. For a very poor
country, Rwanda could almost have been said to be booming. As a result,
the mortality rate went down, health indicators improved, and more
children went to school. The government co-operated in such productive
development projects as reforestation and land reclamation, draining
marshes and lowlands, and greatly increasing production of crops.

4.20. Led by the World Bank, the outside world saw Rwanda as an African
success story.[17] Its good road system and reliable supplies of
electricity, water, and telephones made it a favourite of the ever-
booming international aid community. Rwanda was not only the land of a
thousand hills, went the local joke, it was also the land of a thousand
aid workers.[18] Foreign aid, which represented less than five per cent
of GNP in the year of Habyarimana's coup, exploded to 22 per cent by
1991.[19] Like so many poor countries with enormous needs, Rwanda had
revenues that were preposterously small. Soon enough, foreign aid
constituted more than three-quarters of the state's capital budget and a
significant share of the operating budget as well.[20]

4.21. Clearly the data were reflective of the remarkable international
confidence in the President's apparently benevolent despotism. Juvenal
Habyarimana may have been a military dictator but, as one German
missionary said approvingly, he ran a “development dictatorship.”[21]
Why was this not regarded as a contradiction in terms? The concept,
after all, implied a fundamental divorce between development and
politics, especially democratic politics. According to this proposition,
development workers and representatives of aid agencies, stayed out of
politics. It was possible, the theory held, for a country to develop
satisfactorily regardless of the level of democracy, justice, or
equality that its citizens enjoyed.



4.22. If one dismissed as “political” such practices as ethnic quotas,
ethnically-based identification cards, the absence of multi-party
democracy, disregard for human rights, a subservient judiciary, and the
brutal suppression of dissent and free speech, Rwanda seemed to be
working just fine. In fact, some international institutions seemed
oblivious to most of the elementary realities of Rwandan society. In
several reports of the 1980s and early 1990s, the World Bank actually
referred to “the cultural and social cohesion of its people.”[22] It is
true that ethnicity rather than colour was the all-important variable in
Rwanda (although extremists among both the Hutu and the Tutsi regarded
one another as virtually separate races). However, whatever its form,
the function of social categorization was the same: to exclude, to
divide, to breed hatred, and to de-humanize. To our knowledge and to
their shame, not a single aid agency ever challenged the government to
change these practices. In its silence, the morally influential world of
international aid joined the Catholic church to legitimize the
Habyarimana regime and made it easy, in turn, for the government to
believe it could count on their blessings irrespective of its policies.-
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Rwanda: The Preventable Genocide

CHAPTER 5

ECONOMIC DESTABILIZATION AFTER 1985

5.1. After 1985, things started going wrong again for Rwanda, its
government, and its people. The economic, political, and social fabric
of the nation began to unravel. All the building blocks that had been
set in place began to crack. Some had been set in the colonial past;
some were imports; and some were internal constructs for which neither
history nor the outside world could be deemed responsible. Over the
decades, these blocks had joined to form an organic whole, the
foundation of modern Rwanda. By the second half of the 1980s, that
foundation began to disintegrate. Instead of trying to rebuild in a more
inclusive and constructive way, the Hutu elite chose a course that would
soon cause the entire edifice to collapse. We want to describe briefly
the key markers on the road to disaster.

Economic problems

5.2. There are countless poor countries in the world with economies in
shambles, yet there have been only a handful of genocides. Neither
poverty nor economic collapse alone caused the Rwandan genocide. We
surely can say, however, that poverty increases social stress and that
economic crises increase instability, and that these conditions make
people more susceptible to the demagogic messages of hate-mongers. In
Rwanda, a poor people became poorer in the late 1980s, with enormous
consequences that inadvertently played into the hands of ethnic
manipulators.

5.3. Dependence on commodity markets controlled by powerful interests in
rich countries took its toll in these years, when coffee, tea, and tin
prices all plummeted. As Rwandans watched helplessly, resources were
transformed into major liabilities. Large US coffee traders were
pressuring their government to abandon the system of quotas established
under an international coffee agreement, regardless of the consequences
for poorer coffee-growing countries. Following a fateful meeting of
producers in mid-1989, coffee prices dropped by 50 per cent.[1l] The
losses were felt at every level of Rwandan society, causing widespread
discontent. Growing inequality between most rural and some urban
dwellers exacerbated the frustration of peasant farmers.

5.4. A drought in the south in 1989 brought further distress. State
policies served only to worsen the situation. Here was an overwhelmingly
agricultural population where so many small farmers were producing cash
crops for export that they could no longer feed themselves. Many
families could not afford food, and several hundred people died of
hunger while many more came under extreme duress. It was clear to all
that the drought was not solely responsible for the famine, but that
political and economic policies were equally to blame. Confidence in the
government declined dramatically. After decades of strict control and
careful manipulation by one of Africa's most highly-centralized and
well-organized states, the Rwandan people had earned a reputation for
docility and deference to authority. Now, however, this considerably
exaggerated submissiveness gave way to anger and protest.



5.5. Government earnings from coffee exports declined from $144 million
in 1985 to $30 million in 1993.[2] A giant expansion in military
capacity, triggered by the civil war that began in 1990, further skewed
public finances. Already dependent to an unhealthy extent on
international assistance, the Habyarimana government reluctantly
concluded that it had little choice but to accept a Structural
Adjustment Programme from the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and
World Bank in return for a loan conditional on the rigid and harsh
policies that characterized western economic orthodoxy of the time. The
premise was that Rwanda needed economic shock therapy. The World Bank
believed that most of the country's economic woes were externally
induced and not the result of domestic mismanagement. Yet the conditions
it was imposing were identical to those it demanded of countries that
had been blatantly corrupt and incompetent.

5.6. Although in the end, not all the components of the program went
ahead, those that were introduced managed to add to the existing misery.
Devaluation was particularly resisted by the government, but it was a
strict condition of the loan, presented by the international agencies'
experts as a step along the road to increased consumption levels,
greater investment, and an improved balance of trade. Not surprisingly,
devaluation achieved exactly the opposite. Prices rose immediately for
virtually all Rwandans who, by now, were at least indirectly linked to
the commercial economy. Government social programmes were slashed
dramatically, while the costs of school fees, health care, and even
water increased. Civil servants' wages were frozen.

5.7. In one way or another, almost every family suffered a substantial
reduction in income. By the early 1990s, according to one analysis, 50
per cent of Rwandans were extremely poor (incapable of feeding
themselves decently), 40 per cent were poor, nine per cent were “non-
poor” and one per cent - the political and business elite, foreign
technical assistants, and others - were positively rich.[3] US Agency
for International Development (USAID) 1993 data place 90 per cent of
Rwanda's rural population and 86 per cent of the total population below
the poverty line, which put Rwanda ahead of Bangladesh and Sudan,
earning it the dubious distinction of having the highest poverty figure
for the entire world. The World Bank, we should acknowledge, disagrees
that it was responsible for exacerbating Rwanda's economic woes, though
not with its usual confidence. In 1994, it stated that “it is difficult
to analyze the effects of the adjustment programme on the incomes of the
poor because overall economic conditions worsened and everybody was
worse off.”[4]

5.8. The agreement between the international financial institutions and
the government of Rwanda was reached in mid-September 1990; the
programme began shortly after. In the interim, the country was invaded
and a civil war ensued; yet at no time was consideration given to the
likely political or social repercussions of economic shock therapy to a
country engaged in armed conflict. Rather, following the usual
guidelines, the World Bank team reviewing Rwanda's economic situation
excluded all “non-economic variables” from their calculations and
simulations.[5] The result was that, at a time of profound instability
within Rwanda, the international community ended up de-stabilizing the
country further.



5.9. Even apart from the economic collapse, real problems had been
evident behind the positive economic figures that had so gratified the
self-satisfied aid agencies. Somehow, in the land that foreigners
mythologized as “the Switzerland of Africa,” awkward data consistently
received limited attention, although it was readily available. As a
result, it has been too little noted that, even before the 1990 civil
war and the 1994 genocide, Rwanda was one of the world's least-developed
countries. According to the United Nations Development Programme, Rwanda
in 1990 ranked below average of all of sub-Saharan Africa in life
expectancy, child survival, adult literacy, average years of schooling,
average caloric intake, and per capita GNP. [6]

5.10. By the end of the 1980s, rural land was being accumulated by a few
at the expense of the many, and the largely Catholic population was
increasing. The number of peasants who were land-poor (less than half a
hectare) and those who were relatively land-rich (more than one hectare)
both rose. By 1990, over one-quarter of the entire rural population was
entirely landless; in some districts the figure reached 50 per cent. Not
only was poverty on the rise, but so was inequality.[7]

5.11. Besides adding to societal tensions, this phenomenon had another
major social impact as well. Without land and a dwelling, Rwandan youth
could not marry. The land-poverty crisis created an entire cohort of
males into their thirties with no family responsibilities and, often, no
work and little hope. Since most Rwandans were Hutu and most Hutu were
rural dwellers, most of the young men in these circumstances were
naturally Hutu as well.

5.12. As in every age and every part of the globe, such rootless young
men turn into big trouble looking for the right opportunity; they are
made-to-order recruits for possible violence. Lacking all conviction,
these are the young men who become mercenaries and paid killers for
whichever side grabs them first. The new political parties rushed to
take advantage of this convenient pool of idle, bored males for their
militias or youth wings. The law may have constrained the army from
recruiting youth under 16, but there were no fetters whatsoever on the
parties' activities.

5.13. There seems to us an obvious lesson in this analysis for the
international financial institutions. The issue does not concern
economics, but the politics of economics. There is no such thing as an
economic programme that is purely neutral and has no political or social
impact. Just as the aid agencies believed that human rights were somehow
distinct from development, so the World Bank and the IMF considered
politics and economics separable spheres. This proposition makes no more
sense now than it did then. It is true that some scholars who agree that
economic factors helped create an environment in which genocide could
occur do not attribute all Rwanda's economic troubles to the adjustment
programme. Yet even they consider it “irresponsible in the extreme” for
the international financial institutions to have ignored the overall
circumstances of Rwanda at the time. “Even if the adjustment programme
did not contribute directly to the tragic events of 1994, such a
reckless disregard for social and political sensitivities in such a
conspicuously sensitive situation would unquestionably have increased
the risk of creating or compounding a potentially explosive
situation.”[8] As one major study concluded, “... the priorities of aid
in the early 1990s were largely unrelated to the challenges of
increasing polarization, inequality, hatred, and violence Rwanda was
facing at the time. Thus, important opportunities to use aid to induce a
response away from increasingly violent conflict through the strategic
use of incentives and disincentives were missed.” [9]



5.14. At the same time, aid increased significantly as the rich world
came to the rescue of one of its favourite aid destinations, and certain
traditional truths about the aid enterprise remained the rule. Probably
more than two-thirds of all project costs everywhere go to fund the
salaries of foreign experts, the construction of project
infrastructures, and vehicles. Most development aid, in other words,
ends up in the hands of the richest one per cent of people in society,
those for whom it is least intended.[10]

5.15. Few Rwandans felt the benefit of foreign assistance. As one
student of development aid in rural Rwanda put it, as far as farmers are
concerned, most projects “benefit only those who promote them and those
who work for them.”[11] In its annual report for 1992, USAID stated: “In
the past two years ...people have attacked local authorities for
launching [foreign-funded] development projects that brought little or
no benefit to the community, for being personally corrupt, and for being
inaccessible to and scornful of citizens in general.” Clearly, the
degree of malaise had become serious indeed: “People are refusing to do
compulsory community labour and to pay taxes. They are refusing to
listen to the burgomaster and even lock him out of his office or block
the road so he cannot get there.”[12]

Intra-elite conflict

5.16. The military dictatorship frustrated the ambitions of many within
the Rwandan elite. Pressure for democratization from both within and
outside the country forced Habyarimana to accept multiparty politics.
New formations created new sources of intra-elite tensions, while the
small clique of north-western Hutu who dominated the organs of state
grew increasingly anxious about losing their control and dominance in
the state and its institutions.

5.17 As the Habyarimana years rolled on, complacency, arrogance,
widespread corruption, and distance from the people inexorably
increased. The small faction of insiders was called the Akazu (“little
house”), or sometimes “le Clan de Madame,” since its core was the
President's wife, family, and close associates. The favouritism they
showed towards their old regional loyalties, always a characteristic of
the Habyarimana years, became increasingly flagrant. Whether in terms of
educational places, government work, or aid projects, the northern
regions derived benefits from government policies out of all proportion
to their population.

5.18 But the Akazu also was the centre of a web of political,
mercantile, and military machinations. Beyond favouring the north,
Habyarimana's in-laws, his wife's brothers, were involved in various
kinds of illicit and corrupt activities, including currency transactions
and generous commissions on government contracts.[13] Much development
aid actually ended up in their deep pockets. In the words of André
Sibomana, a Catholic priest and perhaps the ruling clique's most
courageous and effective foe, “We had evidence that he or his wife were
diverting funds allocated to buying food for the population to import
luxury items instead, for example, televisions, which were sold at
vastly inflated prices.”[14] Now, as the economic collapse significantly
reduced the available spoils of power, the Akazu decided its only
serious option was to reduce the number of its competitors.



5.19. For the President's wife and her family, the movement toward power
sharing was simply a challenge to their privileges. Once Habyarimana
could not resist the pressure to negotiate sharing power, not just with
other Hutu, but with the hated Tutsi invaders of the Rwandan Patriotic
Front (RPF) as well, the conscious decision was taken to resist this
threat using any means available. Many observers were well aware of the
greed of the Akazu and did not doubt their fanatical determination to
maintain their privileges. But, as members of this Panel can understand
perfectly well, few could even contemplate the lengths they would go to
do so.

5.20. For the rest of the political class, regional grievances were at
the heart of most discontent. Non-northerners wanted a larger share of
government positions, but Rwandan leaders were too clever to be caught
fighting publicly over their own enrichment. Soon the Akazu was using
the tried-and-true ethnic card to divert attention away from differences
among the Hutu. Meanwhile, the frustrated Hutu outsiders discovered that
democracy was an appealing battle cry and one cheered on by westerners
who had rediscovered the virtues of democracy for poorer countries when
the Cold War ended.

5.21. The majority of people watched the new competition among elites
with growing alienation, since none of it seemed to have any connection
with their lives. What rural Rwandans wanted was not more self-seeking
politicians, but policies and programmes to alleviate their severe
distress. What they got from their leaders was a proliferation of
largely irrelevant new political groups and the insistence that the real
predicament was the treachery of their Tutsi neighbours. The most
significant consequences of the so-called democratization movement were
profoundly unintended: the movement ended up inciting malevolent forces
within society while alienating even further the majority of the
population.

5.22. Once again, Rwandans confounded those who persisted in seeing them
as almost mindlessly obedient to authority. Anti-government
demonstrations and strikes were held in 1990, and even the Catholic
church felt obligated to express publicly its dissatisfaction with
government policies. On the other hand, with only a few laudable
exceptions, it must be recorded that the leadership of church and state
remained tightly bound throughout these eventful years, earning the
former the nickname in anti-government circles of “the Church of
Silence.” [15]

5.23. Growing discontent had to be dealt with by using both carrots and
sticks. At first, Habyarimana used the October 1990 invasion by the
Tutsi-dominated RPF as an excuse to terrorize Hutu opponents (see next
chapter). But as the RPF advanced, it seemed more prudent to try to woo
them with concessions, though it was always evident that the government
begrudged every opening it was forced to offer. Habyarimana's one-party
dictatorship was replaced with a swarm of 15 parties. In at least one,
the Liberal Party, Tutsi felt at home. Another, the Coalition pour la
Défense de la République (CDR), was a radical anti-Tutsi group, many of
whose members were extremists even by Rwandan standards. All seem to
agree, however, that, at the very least, the right wing of the MRND had
close ties to the new CDR and used it to spread extremist Hutu
propaganda. The other new parties consisted largely of Hutu from outside
the north-western regions who had been cut out of the inner circles. Few
observers fail to note that what distinguished the MRND from most of the
new parties was that it had power, while the others wanted it.



5.24. By 1992, the level of anti-Tutsi violence, both rhetorical and
physical, was escalating significantly. With massacres, terrorism, and
street demonstrations increasing, Habyarimana could not resist the
pressure to agree to a coalition Cabinet, with the position of Prime
Minister going to the largest opposition party. Tensions between
Habyarimana's MRND and its opponents never disappeared, however,
especially since the MRND never stopped accusing the opposition of
collaborating with the RPF enemy as the two-year old civil war continued
to dominate the energies of the country's elites.
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Rwanda: The Preventable Genocide
CHAPTER 6

THE 1990 INVASION

6.1. Refugees have been at the heart of the crisis in central Africa for
the entire past decade, beginning on October 1, 1990, when the children
of Tutsi refugees who had been forced to flee to Uganda and were not
permitted to return re-emerged as the trained soldiers of the RPF and
invaded Rwanda. Even those sympathetic to the invaders’ cause
acknowledge that the attack triggered a series of pivotal consequences
that ultimately led, step by step, to the genocide. In the words of one
human rights group, “...it is beyond dispute that the invasion ...was
the single most important factor in escalating the political
polarization of Rwanda.” [1]

6.2. While such consequences were unintended, they were by no means all
unpredictable. It is our view that the invasion of October 1, 1990
ranks, along with the Belgian policy of institutionalizing ethnicity and
the triumph of the ethnic extremists in the early 1960s, as one of the
key defining moments in Rwandan history.

6.3. The fighting force did not materialize out of thin air. It was the
end product of a series of decisions taken over many decades and in
several countries. The RPF were the children of the hundreds of
thousands of Rwandans who had been targeted by the anti-Tutsi pogroms
that punctuated the Hutu take-over of the government in the early 1960s.
The refugees fled to the four neighbouring countries of Burundi, Zaire,
Uganda, and Tanzania. As we have observed earlier, while conflicts
generate refugees, it is equally true that refugees can generate
conflicts.

6.4. The experience of the Tutsi who escaped to Uganda makes this point
dramatically. For the first few years, life was hard but quiet. By the
end of the 1960s, Ugandan President Milton Obote, looking for a
convenient scapegoat against whom to unite his party, singled out the
200,000 Rwandan Tutsi for persecution. As a result, the Tutsi exiles
welcomed Idi Amin when he took power in 1971; he, in turn, rehabilitated
them, and some Tutsi joined his army. [2] With the overthrow of Amin,
the return of Obote, and the 1980s civil war, Rwandan refugees once
again found themselves handy victims. As many as 6,000 may have been
killed during this period. Obote publicly identified Ugandan rebel
leader Yoweri Museveni and the Rwandans as people with common
“Tutsi/Hima” origins as opposed to “Bantu” (Hutu) ones, unhistorical
concepts that even now, as we will see, are causing divisiveness among
Africans in many parts of the continent. [3]

6.5. Many Tutsi chose not to be helpless victims, joining Museveni’s
National Resistance Army (NRA) against their common foe. By the time the
NRA took over in 1986, a remarkable 3,000 of its 14,000 men were
Rwandans, many of them with high rank.[4] Although large numbers of
these Tutsi had not been in Rwanda since they were children, and others
had actually been born in Uganda and had never stepped foot in Rwanda,
they were still seen as foreigners in Uganda and caused Museveni acute
embarrassment as he began knitting his strife-torn country together
again.



6.6. Life steadily became more difficult for Rwandans in Uganda.
Promises of massive naturalizations were not kept. Army promotions were
blocked. The most senior military officer of Rwandan nationality, who
had actually become Uganda’s deputy commander-in-chief and deputy
minister of defence, was removed from his posts in 1989. Finally,
Rwandans were explicitly forbidden by the Uganda Investment Code from
owning land in Uganda. Returning “home” was beginning to seem an
attractive choice to increasing numbers of the exiled leadership.

6.7. Habyarimana’s policies were equally significant in the exiles’
decision to fight their way back to Rwanda. Until the late 1980s, his
unyielding position was that the refugees were not his concern: Rwanda
was too poor and had too little land to accommodate the enormous exiled
community. So far as he was concerned, that was the end of his
responsibility. As pressure for democratization increased, however,
pressure on Habyarimana to moderate this stance arose from foreign
donors, UN agencies, and Uganda. Visits between Habyarimana and Museveni
initially led nowhere, notwithstanding the latter’s argument that it was
in Habyarimana’s own interests to address the grievances of the Rwandan
Tutsi in exile.

6.8. Finally, the two governments agreed to establish a joint commission
on Rwandan refugees in Uganda to determine how many wanted to return and
what capacity Rwanda had to absorb them; a Rwandan national commission
was struck as well. But observers still doubted Habyarimana’s good will
as he continued adamantly to refer to the Tutsi outside the country as
emigrants instead of refugees, implying a voluntary decision to leave
Rwanda.

6.9. Whether it was a charade or not, the commission functioned. In
fact, a visit to Rwanda by a group of refugees was scheduled for October
1990, but by that time, it was already too late. Rwanda’s inflexibility
and unreliability had reinforced the arguments of the militants against
the moderates within the Tutsi leadership in Uganda. On October 1, 1990,
the fateful invasion began when several thousand soldiers, mostly well
trained and well armed from their years with Museveni, crossed the
border into Rwanda. [5]

6.10. Inevitably, there are many questions about the invasion’s timing,
motives, appropriateness, and consequences. Equally inevitable are
profound differences of opinion. This matters, since part of the
propaganda war still being waged today revolves around the legitimacy of
the invasion of October 1, 1990, and, therefore, the legitimacy of
today’s government.

6.11. Even Hutu who opposed Habyarimana, for example, and disavowed
ethnic categorizations must have resented the attack. What right had
this band of unknown soldiers to invade a sovereign country with the aim
of taking over its government by force? Most of the invaders had
probably not even been born in Rwanda, had no known roots in the
country, certainly had no support from the majority of Rwandans, may or
may not have had any among their own people, and were backed by a state
with whom Rwanda had formal diplomatic ties.

6.12. After all, even the RPF agreed, during the subsequent Arusha
negotiations, that anyone who had been away from Rwanda for more than 10
years had no further claim on property that might once have been their
family’s. So what entitlements were held by those who had been away for
25 or 30 years, whose families had fled when they were as young as three
(as was the case for Paul Kagame, Museveni’s former deputy head of
military intelligence, who became commander of the RPF forces), or who
had been born in Uganda and were in Rwanda now for the first time in
their lives? How could one begin to trust a group of armed, foreign,
invaders who pretended to represent all Rwandans, when everyone knew
that the group was overwhelmingly Tutsi in composition and entirely
Tutsi in leadership?



6.13. We have to say that these seem like very sensible questions to us,
and it is little wonder that Habyarimana and his followers could easily
appeal to the vast majority of Rwandans to unite against the outsiders.
The crime of the Hutu leaders, however, was their cynical and deliberate
decision to play the ethnic card, rekindling smouldering embers of
inter-ethnic hostilities and opportunistically escalating the level and
intensity of anti-Tutsi animosities.

6.14. The timing of the RPF invasion lent credence to their divisive
strategy. Habyarimana was demonstrating, however reluctantly, a new
openness towards both multiparty democracy and the exiles. This
bolstered his sagging popularity and undermined the RPF’s credibility as
a more attractive alternative. The outsiders were claiming to stand for
a new democracy and the right of exiles to return, and yet they launched
their invasion just when both were high on Rwanda’s public agenda.

6.15. The RPF response was straightforward enough: They were Rwandans
and had a right to return to their native land. They would have
preferred to do so in a more gradual, systematic way, working co-
operatively with the government to ensure that returnees could be
settled properly. Clearly, Habyarimana did not have the slightest
intention to make any such arrangement, and, therefore, the exiles had
no choice but to use force. Refugees and warriors had to become refugee-
warriors, even if they were bound inevitably to generate new conflicts
and, perhaps, new refugees. Given the Habyarimana record, this argument
is certainly understandable.

6.16. In the end, the invasion went ahead because of the conjunction of
events in both countries; Uganda pushed while Rwanda pulled. In Uganda,
Tutsi exiles had suddenly found themselves unwelcome, and their leaders
were losing their status. They had come to think of Rwanda as their
parents’ home and of themselves as Ugandans. Now they discovered their
Ugandan countrymen of the past 30 years regarded them as pushy
foreigners. It was time to return. From their close contacts at the top
of Uganda’s government, they understood that Museveni could not actively
support their plans or even openly endorse them, but that he would not
be embarrassed or unhappy if they went ahead, taking their Ugandan
weapons with them.

6.17. At the same time, the RPF was convinced that Habyarimana knew an
invasion was inevitable and was discussing refugees and democracy only
to buy time to increase his military strength and to line up support
from his allies. But at the moment, his government seemed an easy
target, given the conflict between the Akazu and other Hutu for the
spoils of office and considering the difficulties caused by the economic
crisis. October 1, 1990, a day when both Habyarimana and Museveni
happened to be in New York for a UN summit on children, the RPF struck
with a large, well-organized force led by former senior officers of
Museveni’s NRA. [6]

6.18. The civil war launched that day lasted, with long periods of
cease-fire, for close to four years. Its final three months coincided
with the period of the genocide, which was halted only by the ultimate
triumph in July 1994 of the refugee-warriors over the “genocidaires”
(the French word for perpetrators of genocide, widely used even by
English-speaking Rwandans). By that time, hardly anyone seemed to
remember that an eight-point political platform had been issued by the
RPF prior to the invasion. [7] Even in 1990, it had been mostly
important as a public relations document.. Its drafters had observed
Museveni’s shrewd appeal to a wide range of potential supporters in
Uganda.



6.19. The RPF programme was designed with an eye to appeal not only to
Rwanda’s Tutsi, but also to the many Hutu alienated from Habyarimana’s
government. To the Hutu, it promised democracy and an end to corruption
and nepotism. To the Tutsi, it offered national unity, a national
military, and an end to a system that generated refugees. The large
majority of citizens who had suffered because of the economic slump and
the Structural Adjustment Programme would be assured a self-sustaining
economy and improved social services. The final point was commitment to
a progressive foreign policy.

6.20. The RPF’'s expectations that Rwandans would embrace them as
saviours from the Habyarimana regime were swiftly dispelled. Their
troops’ advances through the north and north-east, combined with the
government’s cynical anti-Tutsi propaganda, produced a massive movement
of terrified Hutu into settlement camps in the centre of the country. In
a short time, close to 300,000 Rwandans, mostly Hutu, had been driven
from or had fled their land to become “internally displaced persons”
(the term used to distinguish refugee groups who do not flee across
national boundaries) within their own country. [8] In early 1993,
another large-scale RPF attack led to a further million, again mostly
Hutu, being displaced. The food their productive lands had provided to
urban Rwanda was sorely missed, and the growing scarcity contributed to
inflationary pressures on other food supplies. Equally disastrous was
the fact that the camps became another fertile source of recruitment for
politicians who were busily organizing their own militias, armed groups
of civilians, largely rootless young males, who owed their loyalty only
to those who trained, armed, fed, and commanded them.

6.21. The remarkable internal displacement may not have been
foreseeable, but several other consequences of the RPF invasion were
surely predictable at the time. The influence within the government of
its radical Hutu and hardcore military factions was likely to be
reinforced. Almost certainly, the Rwandan army would be expanded.
Existing economic problems were bound to be exacerbated. As had happened
without exception after each military invasion into Rwanda by Tutsi
exiles during the 1960s, there would very likely be violent reprisals
against innocent Rwandan Tutsi. And finally, it was always at least
possible, if not probable, that history would repeat itself and an
opportunistic and threatened government would once again awaken the
sleeping dogs of ethnic division.

6.22. This is exactly what happened. The invasion gave an ethnic
strategy immediate credibility. The carefully inculcated fears about
Tutsi conspiracies - fears about alleged plots to regain control of the
republic and launch merciless attacks on all Hutu - that had been
dormant for so many years were deliberately revived. The nation was
reminded that the Tutsi were, from the first, the “other”; they were all
alien invaders. Was it therefore not self-evident that all Tutsi were
accomplices of the invaders? Any question of class or geographical
division among Hutu had to be submerged in a common front against the
devilish intruders. It was not difficult for the government to exploit
its own failures in order to rally the majority behind them. In a
country where so many had so little land, it took little ingenuity to
convince Hutu peasants that the newcomers would reclaim lands they had
left long before and on which Hutu farmers had immediately settled.

6.23. Almost immediately after October 1, 1990, the government
retaliated. Some 8,000 Tutsi and perhaps a few hundred Hutu were
arrested throughout Kigali. Thousands were forced into the national
stadium for questioning. [9] Many were held for months. By early 1991,
ethnic violence had crossed thresholds that had not been approached for
many years. In response to an RPF raid on a district jail, local Hutu
militias massacred hundreds of Tutsi pastoralists. This was only the
first in a series of anti-Tutsi pogroms, culminating in March 1992 with
the cold-blooded massacre of 300 Tutsi civilians in the south.



6.24. For their part, whether or not they were acting in counter-
retaliation, the invaders showed little restraint in dealing with Hutu
civilians in the areas they “liberated,” a pattern they have followed
throughout the past decade. Although it was a disciplined fighting
force, the RPF had major grievances to settle with the Rwandan Hutu. The
fury of the RPF invaders only increased as they observed the escalating
rhetoric being used against them. At the same time, their numbers were
expanding as dramatically, with the addition of raw young recruits who
had none of the discipline of the soldiers who had come through the wars
of Uganda. As the fighting continued, the RPF terrorized peasants, who
fled their small plots, ending up in squalid camps for the internally
displaced. [10]

6.25. Although the precise numbers are in question, RPF troops committed
crimes against humanity as they advanced through the country. [11]
Whether their leaders explicitly ordered such behaviour, implicitly
condoned it, or simply failed to stop it, is not clear to us. But the

fact remains there was a great deal of abuse, all of which is anathema
to this Panel, and we condemn all cases of it without equivocation.

1. African Rights, 1062.
2. Prunier, 67.

3. Ogenga Otunnu, “Rwandese Refugees and Immigrants in Rwanda,” in
Howard Adelman et al, Path of a Genocide, 19.

4. Prunier, 70.

5. Prunier, 43; Des Forges, 48.

6. Prunier, 100.

7. Ibid., 74.

8. Millwood, Study 1, 50.

9. Africa Watch, Centre Internationale des droits de la personne et du
développement démocratique, Fédération internationale des droits de
1’Homme, Union interafricaine des droits de 1'Homme et des peuples,
Rapport de Ia Commission internationale d’enquéte sur les violations des
droits de 1’Homme au Rwanda depuis le ler octobre 1990 (7-21 janvier
1993), 91-92.

10. Prunier, 321-323.

11. Des Forges, 701; Rapport de la Commission internationale d'enquéte.



Rwanda: The Preventable Genocide

CHAPTER 7

THE ROAD TO GENOCIDE: 1990-1993

THE TRIUMPH OF ETHNIC RADICALISM

7.1. Violence and extremism swiftly burgeoned in the hothouse atmosphere
that soon prevailed throughout Rwanda. 0Old patterns re-emerged. There
had been no punishment for those Hutu who had led the massacres of the
Tutsi in the early 1960s and 1972-73, and the careers flourished of
those who organized cruel repression of opponents throughout the first
decade and a half of the Habyarimana regime. Now, in the wake of the
October 1, 1990, invasion, impunity flourished for the demagogues who
were deliberately fuelling the latent animosity toward those they
considered perfidious outsiders, a category including not just the Tutsi
refugee-warriors of the RPF but every Tutsi still in Rwanda, as well as
any Hutu alleged to be their sympathizer.

7.2. But that does not mean that planning the genocide was initiated at
that moment. It is important to understand that there is for the Rwandan
genocide no “smoking gun.” So far as is known, there is no document, no
minutes of a meeting, nor any other evidence that pinpoints a precise
moment when certain individuals decided on a master plan to wipe out the
Tutsi. As we have already seen, both physical and rhetorical violence
against the Tutsi as a people indeed began immediately after October 1,
1990, and continued to escalate until the genocide actually started in
April 1994. Without question this campaign was organized and promoted,
and at some stage in this period these anti-Tutsi activities turned into
a strategy for genocide. But that exact point has never been
established.

7.3. This fact is reflected in all the major studies of the genocide.
Virtually all authorities are notably imprecise or ambiguous in stating
when systematic planning and organizing can be said to have begun.
Moreover, even within this imprecision, there is also disagreement. One
authority says the plot was hatched soon after the October invasion. [1]
Another says “dress rehearsals” for genocide began with the formation of
death squads in 1991.[2] Genocide, argues another, “began to look to the
hard-line Akazu circles like both an attractive and feasible
proposition” by late 1992. [3] The plan “was drawn up by January 1994,”
states another. [4]

7.4. What we do know, however, is that from October 1, 1990, Rwanda
endured three and a half years of violent anti-Tutsi incidents, each of
which in retrospect can easily be interpreted as a deliberate step in a
vast conspiracy culminating in the shooting down of the President
Habyarimana’s plane on April 6, 1994, and the subsequent unleashing of
the genocide. But all such interpretations remain speculative. No one
yet knows who shot down the plane, nor can it be demonstrated that the
countless manifestations of anti-Tutsi sentiment in these years were
part of a diabolical master plan. It seems to us from the evidence most
probable that the idea of genocide emerged only gradually, possibly in
late 1993 and accelerating in determination and urgency into 1994.



7.5. Many hoped that these crucial issues would be illuminated at the
International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, set up after the genocide to
try senior figures accused of genocide. And indeed, the tribunal has
concluded that genocide had been planned and organized in advance, but
with no more precision than that. Jean Kambanda, Prime Minister of the
government during the genocide, pleaded guilty to genocide and confessed
that the genocide had been planned in advance. But for somewhat
mysterious reasons that we discuss in a later chapter, his confession
was brief and general, and he shed no new light on the many details that
are lacking; moreover, he has now recanted his original confession. [5]

7.6. The fact that the Rwandan government reacted vigorously to the
invasion in itself proves nothing about genocidal intentions. What
government anywhere would have done otherwise? Habyarimana never had any
doubt that Uganda’s President Museveni was behind the invaders, a
conviction that was shared and reinforced by his Zairian colleague,
President Mobutu. In his meeting with the Panel, Museveni denied
responsibility for the invasion. Others surely had the right to be
suspicious of the complicity of at least some faction of his government
and army. Uganda may or may not have actively co-operated in planning
the invasion, but at the very least, it must have allowed the exiles to
plan and execute the invasion of a sovereign neighbouring state that was
launched from Ugandan soil and used Ugandan weapons. It is clear that
Habyarimana and his advisers immediately understood what the RPF and
Uganda had just handed them - an opportunity to consolidate their
eroding support and to mobilize international backing for the war the
invaders had begun.

7.7. It is very important to recall that, up to this point, the Tutsi
had not been singled out for abuse by the government in some 17 years.
Now, as news of the invasion broke, it appears that even many Tutsi were
initially unsympathetic to the invaders. [6] Unexpectedly the government
had a perfect opportunity to unite the country against the alien
raiders. They rejected it.

7.8. As this report will repeatedly emphasize, different identities,
ethnic or otherwise, do not in themselves cause division or conflict. It
is the behaviour of unscrupulous governing elites that transforms
differences into divisions. In the simple phrase of one scholar of such
conflicts, those who choose to manipulate such differences for their own
self-interest, even at the risk of creating major conflict, are “bad
leaders.” [7] Fatefully, Rwanda’s bad leaders chose the path of division
and hate instead of national unity. Five days into the invasion, the
government announced that Kigali had been attacked by RPF forces. [8] In
fact, the alleged attack on the capital was a fake. The heavy firing
that could be heard across the city had been carried out by Rwanda’s own
government troops. The event was carefully staged to provide credible
grounds for accusing the Tutsi of supporting the enemy, and the Minister
of Justice proceeded with that accusation. Hurling the epithet “ibyitso”
(accomplices), he asserted that the Kigali attack could not have been
organized without trusted allies on the inside. [9] Who was better
suited to this than the Rwandans who happened to be of the same ethnic
group as the invaders? Arrests began immediately, and eventually about
13,000 people were imprisoned. [10] They included some Hutu opponents of
the regime, whose arrests were meant to either silence or intimidate
them into supporting the President. Thousands of detainees were held for
months, without charge, in deplorable conditions. Many were tortured,
and dozens died. [11] Organized massacres of the Tutsi soon followed.



7.9. French forces had been summoned by Habyarimana when the invasion
began. They arrived on the very night of the staged attack, and probably
rescued the Habyarimana regime from military defeat. [12] Not
surprisingly, the government’s version of those early events - the faked
attack on the capital - was widely believed, and it was successful in
achieving another goal as well: to gain help from other friendly foreign
nations. For the next three years, French troops remained in varying
numbers to support the regime and its army. [13] The Belgian government
also sent troops, but it was sensitive to its controversial background
in Rwanda, and its soldiers stayed only a month until any possible
threat to Belgian nationals had passed. [14] Zaire’s Mobutu eagerly
agreed to offer military support, grasping the opportunity to be a
player on the African scene after the end of the Cold War, which had
cost him much of his American support. But his troops were soon sent
home for indiscipline. [15]

KILLING

7.10. Massacres of the Tutsi began at the very outset of the ensuing
civil war and, in a real sense, they did not end until the RPF victory
of July 1994. After the war, a major debate broke out - and continues
still - over who knew what about the events unfolding in Rwanda. In our
view, this is not a serious debate. The major actors in the drama, the
world that mattered to Rwanda - most of its Great Lakes Region
neighbours, the UN and the major western powers — knew a great deal
about what was happening, and they soon learned that the events were
being masterminded at the highest level of the state. They knew that
this was no senseless case of “Hutu killing Tutsi and Tutsi killing
Hutu,” [16] as it was sometimes dismissively described. That world knew
that a terrible fate had befallen Rwanda. They even knew, and reported,
that some individuals in Rwanda were talking openly of eliminating all
Tutsi. [17]

7.11. Early in 1993, four international human rights organizations had
come together as an International Commission of Inquiry and issued a
well-documented report that came close to declaring that genocide was a
serious future possibility. [18] In truth, many governments routinely
ignored the findings of non-governmental organizations, as the four
agencies discovered to their dismay. Only months later, however, in
August of the same year, the United Nations Special Rapporteur on
Summary, Arbitrary, and Extrajudicial Executions issued another report
based on his own mission to Rwanda, and it largely confirmed the
conclusions of the earlier investigation. Indeed, the Special Rapporteur
concluded that the massacres that had already taken place seemed to
conform to the Genocide Convention’s definition of genocide: “The
victims of the attacks, Tutsi in the overwhelming majority of cases,
have been targeted solely because of their membership in a certain
ethnic group and for no other objective reason.” He also reported that
violence was increasing, extremist propaganda was rampant, and the
militias were organized. [19]

7.12. The situation, in other words, was abundantly clear. The only
thing that was not clear was exactly how far the plotters were prepared
to go. Large numbers of observers had little doubt that many massacres
were virtually inevitable if not deterred somehow. But would the
radicals take the unthinkable, quantum leap to a full-blown genocidal
attack against every Tutsi in the country?



7.13. The fact is that the overwhelming majority of observers did not
believe a genocide would be launched. More precisely, they could not
bring themselves to harbour such a belief. The report by the UN Special
Rapporteur broaching the subject was either ignored or downplayed. As
members of the Panel wrestled with this vexing question, we came finally
to understand that it was literally unthinkable for most people to
believe that genocide was in fact possible; it was simply beyond
comprehension that it could be possible. Each case of modern genocide
has taken the world by surprise — even when, in retrospect, it is clear
that unmistakable warning signs and statements of intent were there in
advance for all to see. In the early 1990s, the very rarity and
singularity of the phenomenon of genocide put it beyond contemplation.

7.14. Even conceding this, however, we are left with the remaining
perplexing question: How is it possible that the awful horrors that were
not in dispute were not sufficient to mobilize world concern?

7.15. There is a record of atrocities, all of which was publicly exposed
throughout the early 1990s by credible human rights organizations. [20]
Massacres of Tutsi were carried out in October 1990, January 1991,
February 1991, March 1992, August 1992, January 1993, March 1993, and
February 1994. [21] On virtually each occasion, they were carefully
organized. On each occasion, scores of Tutsi were slaughtered by mobs
and militiamen associated with different political parties, sometimes
with the involvement of the police and army, incited by the media,
directed by local government officials, and encouraged by some national
politicians.

7.16. As we have already pointed out, it is true that no single meeting
or document can be identified as the recognized, explicit, first step in
planning the genocide. But looking back, as the story unfolds through
1991 and into 1992, it becomes difficult to avoid seeing a pattern
emerging through these successive slaughters. It appears that the
radicals and military worked together trying out different techniques of
killing. As the experiments progressed, their leaders learned two
lessons: that they could massacre large numbers of people quickly and
efficiently (a fact that was reported to the UN Secretariat in a now-
famous fax in January 1994, [22] which we will discuss later); and that,
based on the reactions they had elicited to date, they could get away
with it.

7.17. Between outright massacres, a reign of terror prevailed. Murder,
rape, harassment or imprisonment could befall any Tutsi at any time.
Early in 1992, a secret society calling itself “Amasasu” (bullets) was
created within the Rwandan army by extremist officers who wanted to
pursue the RPF with greater ferocity. Soon they were handing out weapons
to the militias organized by the CDR, as well as to the extremists in
the MRND, and working hand-in-hand with another arm of the death squads.



7.18. The death squads were formed as early as 1991. By the following
year, their existence was public information. A 1992 exposé by the
magazine Umurava described in detail the infamous “Zero Network,” a
death squad patterned on the Latin American model and made up of a
mixture of off-duty soldiers and MRND militiamen, [23] seemingly a
branch of the Akazu and the secret police. The exposé revealed the Zero
Network’s intimate connections to Habyarimana and its responsibility for
the death squads. Its leaders included three of Habyarimana’s brothers-
in-law, his son-in-law, his personal secretary, the head of military
intelligence, the commander of the Presidential Guard and Colonel
Théoneste Bagosora, director of the defence ministry and a feared
activist in the Hutu Power movement (to be discussed later). In the
remote event that diplomats in Kigali failed to report the information
contained in Umurava’s exposé to their respective governments, in
October 1992 two Belgians held a press conference at the Senate in
Brussels to reveal the secrets of the Zero Network. [24] Some months
later, the report of the four human rights organizations, referred to
above, stated that “the responsibility of the Head of State and his
immediate entourage, including his family, is gravely engaged” in the
work of the death squads. [25]

THE MEDIA

7.19. At the same time, however, public life in Rwanda in the early
1990s was thriving as never before. As one aspect of the move towards
party democracy, the Habyarimana government in the early 1990s
substantially relaxed state controls on the media. Almost instantly a
vibrant press emerged. Hutu critics of Habyarimana and his northern
clique were able to express themselves publicly for the first time.
Increasing corruption among the elite was exposed by a new breed of
remarkably courageous journalists, many of whom paid severe penalties
for their convictions.

7.20. But liberty soon took a back seat to licence. A constant barrage
of virulent anti-Tutsi hate propaganda began to f£ill the air. It was
designed to be inescapable, and it succeeded. From political rallies,
government speeches, newspapers, and a flashy, new radio station, poured
vicious, pornographic, inflammatory rhetoric designed to demonize and
dehumanize all Tutsi. With the active participation of well-known Hutu
insiders, some of them at the university, new media were founded that
dramatically escalated the level of anti-Tutsi demagoguery. [26]

7.21. For the few, a radical newspaper called Kangura was begun in 1990.
[27] For the many, a hip radio station was created in mid-1993 and it
instantly became a popular favourite. Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille
Collines (known as RTLMC or RTLM) was funded and owned by Akazu members;
it involved close relatives of the President, two Cabinet ministers and
top militia leaders. The station’s cheeky style and bright music
attracted local as well as expatriate listeners - none of whom, it
appears, were alarmed by its scurrilous contents. [28] But Rwandans
understood perfectly well its impact and influence. [29] Ferdinand
Nahimana, one of a new generation of Rwandan historians to emerge in the
post-colonial period, was the driving force behind the station. Here was
one of many examples of a Hutu intellectual who used his skills for the
cause of ethnic hatred. He was later indicted by the International
Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda for his role in fomenting hatred of the
Tutsi through RTLMC.



7.22. An analysis of RTLMC’s role by Article 19, an organization that
promotes free expression, suggests that the genocide would have occurred
with or without the station, and that banning it would have had little
impact on the course of events. “"RTLMC was an instrument, not the cause,
of genocide,” they concluded. “[It] did not provoke the genocide, but
rather was one element in a pre-meditated plan for mass slaughter...

[Tt] played the specific role of conveying orders to militias and other
groups already involved in the slaughter.” [30]

7.23. This may well have been true during the months of the actual
genocide, and we also agree that RTLMC was not the cause of the
genocide. Clearly the genocide would have occurred whether or not the
station had existed. But we must not minimize the station’s
significance. Without a doubt, it played a prominent role in keeping
passions at a fever pitch during the final months before the genocide.
Because the station went so far in its verbal abuse of the Tutsi and in
provoking the Hutu against them, it significantly raised the bar of
permissible hatemongering. Under any sensible criminal code, RTLMC would
have been silenced soon after it went on the air. It is a travesty that
this never happened.

7.24. But it is also true that RTLMC had lots of company. More than 20
papers regularly published editorials and obscene cartoons rooted in
ethnic hatred, and the official Radio Rwanda moved steadily from neutral
reporting to open brainwashing. [31] Led by Kangura, propaganda was
spread that the Tutsi were preparing a genocidal war against the Hutu
that would “leave no survivors.” Despite their total exclusion from
positions of power in government or the military, the Tutsi were,
Kangura insisted, the real rulers of Rwanda. This was shrewd propaganda
by the radicals, since it implicitly criticized Habyarimana for being
“soft on the Tutsi.”

7.25. It was also Kangura, three months after the October 1990 invasion,
that first published the notorious “Ten Commandments of the Hutu.” [32]
These “rules” were deliberately inflammatory, calculated to incite
divisiveness and resentment. They specified that any Hutu who married or
was involved with Tutsi women or who did business with any Tutsi at all
was a traitor to his people, and they insisted on the need to maintain
Hutu purity and to avoid contamination from the Tutsi. The danger of
contamination by Tutsi women was a much-repeated aspect of the Hutu
campaign that was often accompanied by explicit pornographic cartoons.
It was the kind of propaganda that white racists had commonly and
effectively used in the American South and South Africa.

7.26. As time passed, anti-Tutsi propaganda became more and more
flagrant and frequently included explicit calls for massacres, direct
verbal attacks on the Tutsi, lists of names of enemies to be killed, and
threats to any Hutu who might still be associating with Tutsi. Far from
eliciting condemnation by Habyarimana or his followers, these fanatical
voices were supported, both morally and financially, by many at the
highest levels of Rwandan Hutu society, including the government itself.
Of 42 new journals that were founded in 1991, 11 had direct links to the
Akazu. [33]



A MILITARIZED SOCIETY

7.27. The militarization of Rwandan society after the 1990 invasion took
precious little time. It is possible to see this process as further
evidence of a genocidal conspiracy. But it can hardly be forgotten that
the country had just been attacked. The need to increase its military
capacity was hardly controversial. The Rwandan army grew at a frenetic
pace, from a few thousand soldiers to 40,000 in about three years. [34]
By 1992, the military consumed almost 70 per cent of the Rwandan
government’s entire small budget. [35] Development funds that largely
financed other expenditures in effect made the military costs possible.
And with a little help from its French and other friends, military
expenditures soared as well, climbing from 1.6 per cent of GNP between
1985 and 1990 to 7.6 per cent in 1993. [36]

7.28. Here was yet another step on the Rwandan road to tragedy. There is
no evidence the Habyarimana were contemplating genocide when the RPF
attacked in 1990. But it is indisputable that they instantly exploited
the opportunity to isolate and demonize the Tutsi. With the invaluable
help of foreign aid plus French military co-operation, more troops with
more weapons made it possible to monitor and control the population more
thoroughly.

7.29. There was an assumption that the emergence of new political
parties - the process simplistically equated with democratization -
would curtail the attacks on innocent civilians. This proved naive. As
with the media, so with politics: unaccustomed freedom of association
came perilously close to anarchy. Formal political democracy had to
function in a society devoid of the culture of democracy. Disorder
spread. In fact, assaults on civilians and political figures of all
stripes increased sharply following the establishment of the coalition
government in 1992, and continued until the genocide. The MRND’s
militia, the dreaded interahamwe, who came to play such a notorious role
in the years to follow, and the followers of the extremist CDR party
disrupted rallies by opposition parties, blocking traffic and picking
fights; their opponents responded in kind. [37] The interahamwe were
particularly vigilant in harassing opposition politicians and other
government critics, but their essential nihilism led them as well to
rapes, robberies, and general lawlessness. In the two years leading to
the genocide, bomb attacks began to occur throughout the country.

7.30. Weapons find vacuums with unerring accuracy, and they soon found
Rwanda. Weapons proliferation throughout the world and certainly in
Africa is one of the curses that must be faced by those who seek to
prevent conflict. The power-sharing negotiations that culminated in the
Arusha cease-fire accords were to designate Rwanda a “weapons-free
zone.” It would be more accurate to describe Rwanda both just before and
after Arusha as a free weapons zone. Some have described the country
during those years as an arms bazaar for Hutu supremacists. [38] Youth
militia were pointedly given free guns by their political patrons, new
machetes imported from China were widely distributed, and the government
decided to supply weapons to local Hutu officials for “self-defence.”
Kalashnikov assault rifles, hand grenades, and other small arms were as
easy to come by as fruits and vegetables and in exactly the same places
— local markets. Shortly before the genocide, anyone in Kigali with the
equivalent of US$3.00 could buy a grenade in the main market, and we
know from subsequent events that a roaring business was conducted. [39]

7.31. The atmosphere of fear and violence and the sense that a volcano
was Jjust waiting to erupt was especially palpable in Kigali. Hutu
militia youth, young men with no obvious sources of income, jetted
around the capital on noisy motorbikes whipping up rallies of other idle
young men. [40] No one in the capital, including the diplomatic corps
and the foreign technical experts, could fail to find the feeling
ominous and threatening. Everyone who cared to know perceived that even
bigger trouble was brewing.



THE BURUNDI EFFECT

7.32. As we indicated above, as Rwanda continued to slip into a state of
chaos throughout 1993, an old and deadly nemesis re-emerged after a
lengthy period of passivity. The very last thing the country or any of
its inhabitants needed was the return of the Burundi-Rwanda “parallel
massacre syndrome,” which we examined in an earlier chapter. As we saw,
one of the most violent episodes in the history of independent Africa
transpired in Burundi in 1972, when that country suffered an orgy of
carefully targeted murders. Unlike Rwanda, Burundi after independence
had removed ethnic identities from citizens’ identification cards.
Disappointingly, the history of the past four decades demonstrates that
this made Burundians no less susceptible than Rwandans to ethnic
manipulation by unscrupulous leaders.

7.33. Turmoil of a fierce kind resumed in Burundi in the years after
1988. Serious but modest attempts at democratization and greater ethnic
equity resulted repeatedly in violence by both sides. Among the elites
of the two ethnic groups, it remained an article of faith that each was
conspiring to eliminate the other. Despite the many years of relative
calm, little was required to ignite the flames of discord.

7.34. In 1988, 1990 and 1991, massacres led to the deaths of thousands
of Tutsi officials and Hutu civilians, and tens of thousands fled the
country. [41] In 1992, a coup attempt by rebellious soldiers was put
down. Under President Pierre Buyoya, himself an army major who had come
to power in a coup, attempts at reform continued, and the first free and
fair election in Burundi’s history was held in June 1993.

7.35. For all the official propaganda about the irrelevance of
ethnicity, an overwhelmingly Hutu electorate defeated the Tutsi
incumbent Buyoya, and elected a Hutu president, Melchior Ndadaye. Four
months later, in October 1993, Ndadaye was assassinated during an
attempted coup, resulting in one of the worst massacres in Burundi’s
bloody history. In many areas, Hutu local authorities led attacks on
Tutsi, while the Tutsi-dominated army launched massive reprisals.
Although the Tutsi-dominated army played a key role in slaughtering Hutu
civilians, both sides engaged in massacres. An estimated 50,000 people,
divided between the two ethnic groups, were murdered while between
800,000 and one million Hutu refugees fled into Rwanda, Tanzania, and
Zaire. [42] The world barely took note.

7.36. The calamity in Burundi was tailor-made for the ruthless
opportunists of the Akazu and their network in neighbouring Rwanda.
Although they had been successful, since the RPF invasion in 1990, in
uniting the Rwandan Hutu against the Tutsi “outsiders,” the reality was
that most Rwandans had never known anything but Hutu rule. The Tutsi had
been completely cut out of political power for over 30 years, but the
RPF invasion was exploited as indispensable evidence of their insatiable
ambition.

7.37. Now, three years beyond the invasion, with the civil war in
abeyance as a result of progress at the Arusha negotiations, a fresh new
weapon was delivered into the hands of the Rwandan radicals. The
assassination of Burundi’s democratically elected Hutu President -
openly celebrated by some Rwandan Tutsi - and the appalling massacres
that followed offered final proof to the Hutu that power sharing between
the Tutsi and the Hutu was forever doomed; the Tutsi could never be
trusted. Hutu extremists saw only one sure way to guarantee that
Rwanda’s Tutsi could not carry out their historic aspiration to rule the
country unilaterally and to wipe out as many Hutu as was necessary to
accomplish this objective. The Hutu must act first. The final solution
planned for the Tutsi was thereby justified as nothing more than self-
defence on the part of the intended Hutu victims.

1. African Rights, Death, Despair, p. xix; Des Forges, p. 95.



2. Filip Reyntjens, “Rwanda; Genocide and Beyond,’ Journal of Refugee
Studies, V 9, No. 3, September 1996.

3. Prunier, pp. 168-169.

4. Timothy Longman, “State, Civil Society and Genocide in Rwanda,” in
Richard Joseph (ed.), State Conflict and Democracy in Africa (Boulder,
Colorado: L. Reinner, 1999), p. 352.

5. ICTR, The Prosecutor versus Jean Kambanda, 97-23-S, 4 Sept. 1998.

6. Des Forges, 49.

7. Michael Brown (ed.), The International Dimension of Internal Conflict
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1996).

8. Prunier, 102.

9. Des Forges, 50.

10. Ibid., 49.

11. Ibid.

12. Ibid., 50; Prunier, 101-102.
13. Millwood, Study 1,41.

14. Ibid, Study 2, 21.

15. Ibid., Study 1, 41.

16. Prunier, 140.

17. Des Forges, 121.

18. Report of the International Commission of Inquiry into Human Rights
Abuse in Rwanda, March 1993.

19. Report of the UN Special Rapporteur on Summary, Arbitrary and
Extrajudicial Executions, August 1993.

20. For example, see reports from Africa Watch (1992), African Rights
(1994) and Fédération internationale des droits de I’'Homme (1993).

21. Des Forges, 87.

22. Ibid., 150.

23. Prunier, 168.

24. Ibid; Reyntjens, “Rwanda: Genocide and Beyond”.
25. Report of the International Commission.

26. Jean-Pierre Chrétien, Les médias du génocide (Paris: Khartala,
1995), 17.

27. Chrétien, Médias, 25.

28. Johannes Zutt, “Children and the Rwanda Genocide,” IPEP-commissioned
paper, 1999, 7.

29. Frank Chalk, “Radio broadcasting in the incitement and interdiction
of genocide: The case of the Holocaust and Rwanda,” paper presented at
the conference on “The Future of Genocide”, Association of Genocide
Scholars, June 1999.

30. Uvin, 101.



31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Chrétien, Médias, 50.
Ibid., 169.

Ibid., 45.

Filip Reyntjens interview.

Assemblée nationale, Mission d’information commune, Tome 3, vol. 1

Auditions, 165; Des Forges, 122.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Uvin, 56.

Reyntjens interview.

Human Rights Watch, Arming Rwanda (January 1994) , 28.
Ibid.

Gourevitch, We regret to inform you, 93.

Arming Rwanda, 28.

Reyntjens interview; René Lemarchand, Burundi. Ethnic Conflict and

Genocide, 2nd edition, (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press and
Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 1996), p. xiv.



Rwanda: The Preventable Genocide

CHAPTER 8

THE ARUSHA PEACE PROCESS

8.1. Efforts to resolve the civil war began soon after the 1990
invasion. It was the Belgian government that made the first honourable
if futile moves in this regard, but the Organization of African Unity,
Tanzania, the United Nations, the US, and France all played roles.
France, with its unique standing in Kigali, was important in pushing
Habyarimana to negotiate. The French government had concluded that “the
RPF might win militarily but [could not win] politically. The government
could not win militarily, though it might command the numbers to win
politically. A negotiated settlement was the best way for France to
salvage its interests in Rwanda.” [1]

8.2. A series of negotiations ensued, and cease-fires were agreed upon,
but a pattern quickly emerged: the President would agree to proposals
made under pressure at the negotiating table, but he would retract them
later, when his own hardliners applied countervailing pressures. [2] At
the same time, Habyarimana was being pushed to reach accommodation with
the new political parties. The idea of power sharing with either the
internal opposition or the outside invaders, let alone with both,
remained unthinkable to the Hutu radicals, whose determination not to
accept the results of the peace processes hardened as the processes
themselves progressed. Privately, Habyarimana was as reluctant as his
extremist faction to accept compromise with his enemies. Under constant
pressure, however, and as the civil war moved into its second year,
Habyarimana decided that he had no alternative but to cooperate. A real
coalition government was formed in April 1992 - an historic first for
Rwanda - and its first act was to agree formally to negotiations with
the RPF to be held across the border in Arusha, Tanzania. [3]

8.3. In many ways, the Arusha process was an extraordinary one. [4] The
RPF delegation was led by its president, but the official government
delegation appeared to be leaderless. The ruling MRND party was
represented, but that delegation also included two members of the
opposition MDR who had become ministers - one of them the Foreign
Minister - in the new coalition government. This added insult to injury
for the ruling clique; not only was it forced to accept negotiations, it
did not even have monopoly on the process that unfolded. The radicals
were also present in the person of Colonel Théoneste Bagasora, who was
to become perhaps the chief architect of the genocide, but who was
already known in Arusha for his involvement in appalling human rights
abuses and his connection to the fanatical CDR party. [5]

8.4. Arusha was an African initiative in which both the OAU and several
African states played a central role. The President of Tanzania was the
facilitator of the process. But western nations were involved as well,
including just about every party that should have had some presence. All
told, this included Belgium, Germany, France, and the US; the relevant
regional actors - Tanzania, Uganda, Zaire and Burundi; as well as the
appropriate regional and international organizations - the UN, the UN
High Commission for Refugees and, perhaps most importantly, the OAU. The
OAU was instrumental not only in bringing the parties to the bargaining
table, but also in setting an agenda that addressed the root causes of
the conflict. As one scholar commented, this reflected a new willingness
by the OAU “to transcend the previously sacrosanct prohibition on
involvement in the internal affairs of member states and to develop
mechanisms for conflict resolution to facilitate that involvement.” [6]
Tanzania’s role in Arusha was later widely judged to have been that of
an effective honest broker.



8.5. In a series of separate negotiations, all the major issues were
tackled: the establishment of the rule of law and a culture of human
rights, power sharing in all public institutions, the transitional
arrangements that would obtain until elections were held, the
repatriation of refugees, the resettlement of internally displaced
persons, and the integration of the two opposing armies. The sensible
operating premise was that if the fundamental causes of the civil war
between the RPF and the government could be resolved, then the uncivil
war - the parallel conflict being waged simultaneously by Hutu radicals
against Tutsi and anti-Habyarimana Hutu - would stop as well.

8.6. This proved to be the premise that woul