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P R O C E E D I N G S

MADAM PRESIDENT:
This Court is now in session.  Good afternoon, Dr. Strizek, I will come to you in a moment.  Does anyone wish to address the Chamber on any matter before we begin?  Is it Ms. Ellis or                    Mr. Biju-Duval?

MS. ELLIS:
Madam President, I shall be taking the witness through his evidence.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
All right.  I see a bunch of documents here.  Those are the exhibits that you will be referring to?

MS. ELLIS:
Yes.  The Defence -- in accordance with the Court's direction, the report of Dr. Strizek on the 11th of April of this year.  The bundle of documents that you have should contain, firstly, the curriculum vitae which is a separate piece of paper in front of each of the Judges, I hope.  And then within the pile of documents are the note containing the professional experience of Dr. Strizek; a list of his publications; and thereafter, a number of documents which he may wish to refer to and produce in the course of his evidence.  

May I also say that we provided the Trial Chamber, each of the Judges and the registry and all parties this morning with a copy of Dr. Strizek's report.  The reason we have provided the further copy is because on reviewing footnotes we discovered that some of the numbering and some of the footnoting was not accurate.  There was clearly a problem that sometimes arises.  So, we wanted, obviously, to have all of the footnotes absolutely accurate.  And therefore, we have ensured that the correct footnote is before the Judges.  The only alteration to the content of this report appears at   page 10 of the report where in the original version the wrong name was inserted.  So we have corrected one name which appears at page 10, the third paragraph down it is states Sixbert Musamgamfura, but apart from that it is important that it is understood that there is no change to the content of Dr. Strizek's report.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Thank you, Ms. Ellis.  

Dr. Strizek, can you please tell me in which language you will be testifying, in French or in English?

THE WITNESS:
I would like to speak in French, Madam President.


(Declaration made by Helmut Strizek in French)
MADAM PRESIDENT:
Can you give us your full name now?

THE WITNESS:
My name is Helmut Strizek.  My family name is Strizek, S-T-R-I-Z-E-K, Helmut.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Yes, thank you.  Before you begin your testimony we require you to make a sworn declaration that you will speak the truth.  And this will be administered to you now. 

Mr. Matemanga.

WITNESS HELMUT STRIZEK,

first having been duly sworn,

testified as follows

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Who is for the Prosecution, Mr. Rapp, Ms.  Monasebian?

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Yes.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Any challenge?

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Yes. 

MADAM PRESIDENT:
All right.  So we will begin with a session where you would establish the status of the witness as an expert because Prosecution is challenging it. 

MS. ELLIS:
Certainly, Madam President.  May I say that we regret that we have not been informed until this minute that there was to be a challenge, but obviously we will deal with that.

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Your Honors, if I may, we did file a document indicating that we did challenge this expert.  Thank you.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
When did you file that?

MS. MONASEBIAN:
I believe it was two weeks ago.  I will find the date for Your Honour, I have it with me here.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Well, the reason I inquired is because we didn't know either that you were challenging it.  Did you file any supporting documents?

MS. MONASEBIAN:
No, just a one-line note like that.  Thank you. 

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Ms. Ellis.

MS. ELLIS:
And obviously we, too, didn't receive it.  

VOIR DIRE

EXAMINATION-IN-CHIEF
BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
Dr. Strizek, could you please be given, by Mr. Matemanga, a copy of your curriculum vitae?  Does that document, dated November the 23rd, 2002, reflect accurately your educational and employment background?

A.
Yes.

Q.
Does your signature appear at the foot of the document?

A.
Yes.

Q.
Beginning with your university studies, did you study political science in Paris and Bonn in Aachen?

A.
In Aahcen, in Aahcen; living in Paris, Bonn in Aahcen, A-A-H-C-E-N.

Q.
You received your doctorate, having written a thesis on Rwanda and Burundi; is that correct?

A.
Yes, Counsel.

Q.
Could you briefly indicate to the Trial Chamber the nature of your studies in order to achieve your doctorate?

A.
As you would notice I completed my studied in Aix-la-Chapelle in '69 and after that I embarked on professional work.  And then after some time I started to work part time and for family reasons because I wanted to work on the scientific basis on Rwanda; that is, on my experiences in Rwanda and the problems I faced there.  So that was in 1992.  

Then there were the events, what I call the events.  I shifted from what I had intended to do and then, instead, submitted a doctoral thesis on what I knew, on what I studied in regard to the two countries where there was this problem between the two social groups or the two ethnic groups.  And that is why I wrote on Rwanda and Burundi because they're facing the same problem.  They were interrelated.  And so at the same time there was more or less the problem of the collapse of states.

Q.
Would you describe the manner in which you approached your writing on Rwanda and Burundi?  Was it a social, historical, political, economic perspective; can you explain what it was?

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Your Honours, I would just ask -- we haven't made this objection, although it is worth making at this point because it has been going on for a few questions, that counsel not give menus of choices but just ask a question and not lead the witness in her direct examination.  Thank you.

MS. ELLIS:
Madam President, it seems a rather ridiculous waste of time when we are dealing with the expertise.

BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
Dr. Strizek, do you have your thesis with you?

A.
Yes, I have it here with me.

Q.
And would you please answer the question I put to you as to the way in which you approached your study, from what particular discipline or perspective?

A.
I submitted my doctoral thesis as a political science paper at the University of Hamburg.  As the subtitle does show, I was interested in the political matter, and the subtitle is, "A Study on a Form of Democracy that Failed".  So this is what I noticed in the two countries.  

I noticed, particularly after the Cold War, there was this international policy which was geared towards democratisation in Africa in general and, more specifically, in the countries of the Great Lakes region.  So my question asked in my study was how that experience failed.

Q.
Thank you.  I'm going to come back to your experience of that part of Africa, but just to stay with your CV for the moment, could you very briefly indicate the type of work you were doing between 1969 and 1973-74?

A.
So '73, which is after Mali in my CV, firstly, I was an assistant to members of parliament, Deutscher Bundestag of parliament; that is members of parliament representing the social democratic party.  And after that I worked for the Friedrich-Ebert-Foundation in Bonn, adult teaching -- or teaching of adult people of the political nature because the Ebert-Friedrich-Foundation is a political outfit.  

Then later I was able to work with the foundation but in a different section.  I was able to work within the minister of education at Bamako in Mali.  And I prepared a study on basic studies that is a reform of the basic education or training in Mali.  I prepared a study within that National Pégagogique Institute in Mali.  It formed part of the ministry of education in Mali.  

And then later it enabled me, if I may say so, to start working for the ministry in charge of cooperation.  I submitted an application for a position in the ministry in charge of cooperation in Bonn.    And then I started a normal professional work -- normal professional work for someone who has pursued higher education in the ministry of the cooperation.

Q.
And you describe your work from 1974 as being the federal ministry for economic cooperation; is that right?

A.
That is, indeed, the case.

Q.
And are you still in that employment, albeit, on a part-time basis?

A.
Yes.  As I stated, I was on a sabbatical on two occasions; firstly, to work for the European Community in Kigali, and then to work within our embassy in Ankara.  So from that standpoint, you sort of move or shift from one ministry to another.  So, at the time I was attached to the ministry of foreign affairs, and then to go back to my work, go back.  And that started a phase during which I asked to work on a part-time basis for family reasons.  
You see my wife had taken a leave to follow me to Ankara.  And then subsequently we agreed that she would resume her professional life and then I worked on a part-time basis to take care of our child who was about 13 or 14 years old at the time.  And so that is why I felt that I had some free time at my disposal and I wanted to deal with this problem that I experienced in Rwanda; that is, indeed, two countries, the problem of groups which are not really ethnic groups.  And there are a lot of things involved.  

And so at the time I thought that the civil war was more or less concluded, negotiations were going on and there was the accord, the Arusha Accords.  And I thought that I could then start off, because I wanted to prepare a research study on, might I describe it as, a cycle social research work to find out, even after the war, what were the real problems in Burundi.

Q.
Dr. Strizek, I'm going to interrupt you because I want to come back to that later, if I can.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Yes, I wanted to ask Dr. Strizek, are you still a desk officer for Rwanda and Burundi in the federal ministry for economic cooperation.

THE WITNESS:
Madam President, for the second part of your question, the answer is no.  Regarding the first part of your question, yes, I still work on a part-time basis with the ministry, but I am appearing here as a private, individual expert, because when I concluded my research I no longer was a desk officer, as was the case for the two countries.  I had to do something else.  

And even now from the professional standpoint, I have nothing, no link or no dealing with the problems in Rwanda, Burundi.  So I would ask you to make that separation.  I'm not speaking on behalf of the German government.  I'm not speaking on behalf of my ministry.  

All I am saying here are the outcome -- or the findings of my totally private research, the totally private research that I carried out and my previous professional experience, of course.

BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
Dr. Strizek, when did you first visit Africa to work?

A.
About 30 years, I got to Mali, 8th of May 1973.

Q.
And that was when you told us that you assisted with a study which was being carried out on behalf of one of the ministries; is that right?

A.
No, no, not the German ministry.  At the time I was not working -- I was not yet working for the German ministry.  I was working for the foundation, but in Mali.  And I was working in the Mali national ministry of education -- in fact, in an institute known as the National Pedagogics Institute which formed and intricate part of the ministry of education -- of national education in Mali.  It was later on, afterwards, that I was able to work for the German government.

Q.
Thank you.  It was wrongly translated because I didn't say the German government.  I will move on.  

When did you first go to Rwanda?

A.
If my memory does not fail me, I got there in June 1980.

Q.
And according to your curriculum vitae you remained there for the period until 1983.  In what part of Rwanda were you based?

A.
Throughout the three years I was there I lived in Kigali, because I was working for the Commission of European Communities which was headquartered in Kigali.

Q.
And your curriculum vitae states you were working as an economic advisor; is that correct?

A.
That was my title, that is true.  That is the position of economic advisor at the delegation.

Q.
If you were based in Kigali, did you have an opportunity to travel in any other part of Rwanda?

A.
Yes.  I often went to the various regions to go and check on various projects under the agencies of the European communities and also our spot of the economic community of the Great Lakes areas that included Zaire and Burundi, but my main business was being carried out in Kigali, Rwanda.

Q.
And could you please give some indication as to the kind of people that you came into contact with during your period of three years as an economic advisor?

A.
Well, regular contact, I would say the Rwanda government and, more specifically, the ministry in charge of planning.  Let me say the ministry of planning was like the supervisory authority we worked with, particularly the officials of that ministry, in fact, often with the minister, Mulindangabo himself.  And in the course of it, we were also in contact with various ministers, various secretary generals.  At my own level, I was in touch with the director general.  And occasionally, I had to see the minister, Mulindangabo -- of planning and the minister of agriculture.  That is from the professional standpoint.

Q.
When you returned to Germany, you have shown on your curriculum vitae that for two years you were the desk officer for Rwanda.  Please, could you indicate the nature of your responsibilities as the desk officer?

A.
Yes.  For a certain period of time I performed some other duties.  I wasn't working only on cooperation between us and Rwanda and Burundi.  I was involved also in education and for a three-year period I travelled a lot, you know, preparing papers on German cooperation.  And in the course of that experience, I was able to familiarise myself with Zaire, as it was called at the time, and it was after, say, four years, more or less, that I re-established contact, if I may say so, with the area; that is, with Rwanda and Burundi.  And the desk officer, might I say, is the person who handles the files, project files in relation to German cooperation.  And so for those two countries we prepared negotiations with the two governments; that is, the scheduling or programming of German cooperation as part of what we call in German, the referat (phonetic).  It is a different name, say in, French.  So occasionally we do have a problem there.  So I was working within a section, if I might say, that covered a huge area of central Africa.  But, personally, I only dealt with files touching on Rwanda and Burundi.

Q.
And when you say you prepared papers for the German government on cooperation, in which areas were you preparing your papers?  

What were the disciplines that you were particularly concerned with?

A.
At the time, it was the entire range of fields covered by German cooperation.  Papers or project papers were prepared on, say, rural development, building, so there was this whole comprehensive program of cooperation with the two countries.  These were prepared at the ministry.  

You see, in Germany, we have a system that is less known in other countries.  For instance, the implementation of projects is assigned or is assigned to particular agencies, for instance, the company for cooperation.  Then our role is to prepare programs, to negotiate.  So we have these two levels.  

So we have something that we call consultations and that was my own role.  I would go to countries to prepare programs yearly or two yearly basis, so there is consultation with the government, we discussed what should be done.  Subsequently, at the ministerial level there are negotiations that result in protocols or in reports on these negotiations.  So my own role was to prepare, follow up on the negotiations.  

I don't follow the implementation.  All I do is to monitor how the executing agencies have cooperated with the two countries.

Q.
Dr. Strizek, before we put your curriculum vitae to one side, could you please look at the dates during which you undertook your university studies, which are recorded as 1969 to 1969.  Is that a typing error or did you do your course very quickly?   It is the fifth line down under the heading, “Curriculum Vitae”.

A.
Sorry, there is a typographical error.  It should be from '61 to '69, sorry.  Sorry.

Q.
Thank you.

A.
This skipped me.  I studied in 1961 in Tubingen and I concluded at Aix-la-Chapelle in Aachen in '69.

Q.
Thank you.  Could I move on to the next document which contains further details of your professional experience, if you have that, please, in front of you, relevant to your role as an expert.  Do you -- 

MS. ELLIS:
Mr. Matemanga, all of the documents -- thank you, it is headed, “Experience Professional” -- to Dr. Helmut Strizek.  We'll save time and we will hand in my copy, but the registry has been given the document. 

BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
And if you just cast your eyes over that document and confirm whether it accurately represents your experience in those relevant areas which you have gone into a little more detail about in evidence. 

A.
Yes, this document has -- contains the various phases I had already explained, the various duties or the roles I had to perform at these various stages.

Q.
Thank you. 

MS. ELLIS:
And Mr. Matemanga, would you now please hand to Dr. Strizek the document that you have headed Annex II, Liste der Arbeiten.

BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
And Dr. Strizek, does this document contain a list of the various publications by yourself over the years?

A.
Yes, that is the list of publications, the works that I have carried out or the studies that I have carried out and which have been published, right from my return from Turkey, as I told you, when I started this work, you know, this private research work.  So it is binding on me as an individual, not my government or my ministry.  

Might I say this was like a second life -- second lease of life.

Q.
And Dr. Strizek, I'm not going to go through all of the titles.  Is there any publication, any writing of an article or book that was not on the subjective Africa and, particularly, the area of Rwanda and Burundi?

A.
First of all, you have the publications.  And after that you have voztzaq, that is, in reference to meetings, conferences, these are things that have not been printed.  They are there, but these are just conferences that I gave, but what -- all what appears here are publications that relate to Central Africa, if I may say so.

Q.
And you have mentioned meetings and conferences.  Have you been a speaker at conferences dealing with the subject matter of Rwanda and Burundi?

A.
Yes, let me take you to the last voztzaq titled, “Interrupted Dialogue” which talks about relations or the approach of France and Germany to the crises in the Great Lakes region and, specifically, to the Rwandan crises; it was in French.  The others also, for instance, what was of concern to me was always the issue of democracy, like democracy as a basis for peace and progress in Central Africa, for instance.  The others were matters connected with the prevention of crises, the policy of peace in central Africa.  And then there was a statement that I submitted at the University of Bochum where I talked about the history of ethnic relations in Rwanda, for instance.  


(Pages 1 to 8 by Donna M. Lewis)
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Q.
Thank you.

MS. ELLIS:
I have no other questions concerning the expertise.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Ms. Ellis, you are now applying for?

MS. ELLIS:
For Dr. Strizek to be allowed to give evidence.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
In which area of expertise?

MS. ELLIS:
In the area of politics of Rwanda, principally from 1990 to 1994, but with references back to the period after President Habyarimana became the head of the state, which was July of 1973, and to give evidence on the impact of the economic deterioration in Rwanda in the years from 1988 through until 1994, and references in certain aspects to the military role of the RPF in Rwanda.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Thank you.

Ms. Monasebian.

Dr. Strizek, I just want to make clear to you that we are just going into your evidence just now.  It's just an inquiry into establishing your expertise, and this is what the cross-examination will concern itself with at that stage.

Ms. Monasebian.

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Thank you, Madam President, Your Honours.

VOIR DIRE

CROSS-EXAMINATION
BY MS. MONASEBIAN:

Q.
Good afternoon, Mr. Strizek.

My first question to you is: when would be the last time that you were in Rwanda?

A.
The last time was in 1999.

Q.
And when you went to Rwanda in 1999 how long did you stay in Rwanda?

A.
It was -- as I explained, there were consultations that had to be carried out with governments, and I was able to visit projects.  I think it was one week in Burundi; one week in Rwanda.  Because, you know, I moved of Ankara, and so for a certain period of time I left that area, if I may say so, you know, in professional terms.

Q.
Just so I can be clear: unless I misheard, the translation was 1999.  Is that what you indeed said, 1999; or was it 1989?

A.
Sorry, '89 the -- sorry '89, before the civil war.  Sorry; that was my error.

Q.
Okay.  Very well.  Thank you for that.  Would I be correct in saying that you are not a historian?

A.
My studies were in the area of politics and history so, if I may say so, I am in part a historian, if I may say so.  So, if you take my studies, my studies were in the area of political science, French and history.

Q.
And your degree is in what -- your degrees that you have?

A.
It was in a completely different area.   It's on the Komsomol -- Komsomol, that is, on Russian policy, the organisation of communist youth, because at the time I did study -- or learn some Russian, and I worked in that area and I wanted to pursue it, but life wanted -- or dictated that I had to be given a position in Mali, so I left the area of Soviet Union and to land in Africa.

Q.
You have no degree or expertise in human rights matters; would that be correct?

A.
I don't know whether there is any degree on humanitarian rights -- in human rights but, indeed, I did study the entire range of policies in Rwanda and Burundi, including that particular problem, so I don't have a degree in human rights matters per se.  I'm not a legal person.  That one is obvious.

Q.
Okay.  And on the 11th of April 2003, in a conference, at page 7 of the transcript, the attorney who was examining you, Madam Ellis, stated that, quote, "He is not a military expert and he is not an expert in the fields of ...", and then Ms. Ellis goes on and comes back to the word "propaganda".  So would you agree with what Counsel Ellis said on the 11th of April 2003 that you are not a military expert, nor are you an expert on propaganda?

MS. ELLIS:
Madam President, I object to that question because it takes out of context the point that was being made, which was my address to you in respect of the material that I had prepared for a military expert and for Peter Caddick-Adams, and I have specifically stated in those documents, material which is different from the areas that we seek to use Dr. Strizek for.  So it's totally unfair for the Prosecutor to put to Dr. Strizek what I stated in a context when he has no idea what was in my mind and what was before the Trial Chamber.

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Madam President, if I may, very briefly.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Can you just frame your question without reference to what the Chamber heard?

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Very well, that's fine, Madam President. 
On an aside unrelated to that for a moment, I just want to bring to Your Honour’s attention that it's only today that we heard during the direct examination that he is being heard as a military expert on the role of RPF, and that's why I'm inquiring in this manner, but I'll continue and frame the question in the way Your Honour has said it.

BY MS. MONASEBIAN:

Q.
Dr. Strizek, it would be correct, wouldn't it, that you are not a military expert and not an expert in that field?  Would that be correct?

A.
That is correct.  My studies were in the area of politics.  Of course, it does incorporate military matters, but I'm not a military person by training.

Q.
Would you agree also that you are not an expert in propaganda?

MS. ELLIS:
Madam President, I can save time.  This witness is not, as I have said to the Trial Chamber previously, put forward as a propaganda expert or anyone with any knowledge of propaganda.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Ms. Ellis, we are aware of that, but the Prosecution is, nevertheless, entitled to put their question.

MS. ELLIS:
With respect, Madam President, it doesn't challenge expertise of somebody who is not being put forward as an expert in that area.

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Madam President, I am happy to explain why.  Here I am in the position where I was told on the 11th that he's an expert in one thing, and now I'm being told he is an expert in another thing.  On the 11th I am being told he's not an expert in one thing, and now he's an expert in that thing.  So I'm allowed to ask these questions and they are very brief and they are very precise, and I ask not to be interrupted.

BY MS. MONASEBIAN:

Q.
Dr. Strizek, may I ask you again; my question to you is simply this: it's true, isn't it, that you are not an expert in propaganda?

A.
I don't quite understand the question.  Is there somebody who is an expert in propaganda?  I mean, if you ask me whether I am a journalist I would say, no, I am not an expert in that area.  I have made publications, but I'm not an expert in the area of propaganda.

Q.
Is it your testimony, and you correct me if I'm wrong, that because you are not in the military you can't be an expert in military matters and because you are not a propagandist you can't be an expert in propaganda, but because you have worked in the economic field you can be an expert in economics; is that fair?

A.
Please, let me repeat: political science covers the entire range of political matters and, in that respect, I call people who have studied political science as, might I say, general practitioners.  That is, I have acquired knowledge; I have dealt with particularly two countries; and I have addressed issues in democratisation in Central Africa, but it has other aspects.  For instance, I have written on the nature of the regime in Rwanda which in a certain period of time was a military regime.

Q.
Okay.  You have said that political science is, in most, if not all, aspects -- or, rather, in some aspects, a general field encompassing many things.

A.
Um.

Q.
Okay.  That being the case, among those general fields which you have suggested include politics and economics and some other matters, is that part of that generalist field that political science encompasses also embraced by propaganda?  Is propaganda part of political science, Dr. Strizek?

A.
Let me, for instance, cite the case of political parties.  If you are dealing with a political party, you necessarily talk about the way it presents itself, the way it introduces itself.  Then you can make mention of propaganda.  And that's where you study how it presents itself; for instance, its relations with the press, for instance.

Q.
Okay.  You have mentioned its relations with the press.  Let me ask you something else, Dr. Strizek: is political science also, in addition to economics and in addition to other things that you have stated, something that includes as well analysis of the media in any way, other than its relation to political parties?

A.
In the area where I will say I am an expert, in Central Africa, one always had to deal with the appearance or nature of various states, various political parties.  I was -- I was always interested in the whole democratic movement -- or trained, and I dwelt on it.  I didn't produce any expert publication in that area.

Q.
When you study the entirety, as you suggest a political scientist has to study, does a political scientist also study a country's media?  Is that something that they study; is that something that you studied?

A.
I cannot say in the affirmative, of course, because that's part of it.  The thing is to know whether, personally, I considered myself as a specialist in that field.  Here I would say the answer is no because I have just told you that I did not study in a specialised manner in respect of media in the region.

Q.
And you did not study in a specialised manner in respect of the military of the region; that's true, isn't it?

A.
If you make comparison with the media, I would say I worked a lot on military governments, on their power and on their influence because later you might see that I even invented a term saying that we had “military democracy”, which is a term that does not normally exist.  So I went in-depth in regard to the character of the regime which was created between 1960 and 1990, because at that time Africa had military regimes which had aspects which one may call democratic, and this is something that interested me a lot, the characters of this regime -- for instance, in Zaire with Mubutu -- as well as with other regimes.  So, in comparison, I dealt more with this particular question rather than the media.

Q.
You dealt with it more -- I understand that you dealt with that more than the media, but you certainly would not suggest that you are an expert in military matters; is that correct?

A.
Um.

Q.
Thank you.  Dr. Strizek, do you speak Kinyarwanda --

THE ENGLISH INTERPRETER:
One moment, please.  The answer has not come through.

MS. MONASEBIAN:
He said, "Um-hum".

BY MS. MONASEBIAN:

Q.
Dr. Strizek, do you speak Kinyarwanda?

A.
I have answered that; the answer is no.

Q.
Do you speak Swahili or Kirundi?

A.
No.

Q.
And have you ever testified as an expert before?

A.
Before a Court, no.

Q.
Have you ever been -- let's put aside whether you have testified before a Court.  But have you ever been qualified by a Court as an expert before, putting a side whether you gave testimony as an expert?

A.
I would say yes.  For instance, if you look at the lectures which I gave at universities -- for example, at Bochum and the University of Paris -- within the context of the University of Paris, that is, the faculty of political science, then my answer would be yes because I gave those lectures in my capacity as an expert regarding that region.  I was invited as an expert to give lectures on that particular region.

Q.
Yes, in your direct-examination, counsel made clear your lectures, but my question to you was, in a Court, and I take that that would be no, the answer to that.  My next question to you, Dr. Strizek, is: what -- 

A.
Je suis professeur --

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Dr. Strizek, would you like to answer?

MS. MONASEBIAN:
I'm sorry.

THE WITNESS:
Is there a document which refers to me as a professor?  I emphasise that I carried out personal research, but she is asking me whether I can be considered an as expert, and my answer is yes, because even at universities I was asked to give lectures, but I was not a professor, I was not a lecturer in the universities.

MS. ELLIS:
And I don't think the record will show that Dr. Strizek ever said he was a professor.

MS. MONASEBIAN:
I never even used word "professor", but I take that answer and it is very well given.

BY MS. MONASEBIAN:

Q.
Thank you.  Dr. Strizek, my next question to you is: would you agree that it is rather important for an expert in political science or related fields to use, in every instance that such use is possible, primary sources in their reports or analysis?

A.
Yes, I almost always worked with primary sources because at that time when I was working in Rwanda -- for instance, if I take this case -- everything was translated into French.  There were documents, and everything was actually in two languages.  All official documents were in the two official languages.  So whenever possible I always used primary sources but, of course, I could not read them directly in Kinyarwanda.  In those two countries -- Burundi or Rwanda -- or, rather, the three countries which dealt with, there were always documents, translations of official documents in French.

Q.
I am going to precise my question a little bit more for you because you, and understandably so, responded as if I was asking about originals versus translations, and I can understand if you answer it that way.  So now I am going to rephrase my question so that you understand what I am looking at.

What I would like to know, Dr. Strizek, is, for example, you can go to mass graves; you can go to the location; you can talk to witnesses in Rwanda in 1990s.  Other than the footnotes, the 31 footnotes in your report, most of which are footnotes of books by James Gasana, Mamood Mamdani and other individuals who have written books about Rwanda, what primary resources, what primary research have you, yourself, engaged in this respect to Rwanda during the period from 1990 to 1994?

A.
As you can see in my CV, I started my research, so to speak, in 1992 and after that I studied the process and, as well, the background to the Great Lakes crisis in respect of two countries in the beginning -- that is, Rwanda and Burundi -- and then later I included Zaire.  I only started publishing, to be more specific, on these issues with an article which you can see here in the list of publications where I say that I submitted a memoir.  That was my first publication on those aspects, and this was in October 1994.  This was the first place where you can see that I actually dealt with these matters and where I actually published something.

Q.
You said that period of studying began in 1992.  My question to you, Dr. Strizek, is: from the period of 1992, wouldn't it be correct to say that your evaluations and research were based on reviewing the books of others and other secondary-source matters, rather than you, yourself, conducting studies in a first-hand manner?  That would be correct, wouldn't it?

A.
Yes, however, particularly with regard to the doctoral thesis, my professional experience is included before the date I gave you, so I knew the country very well before that.  I knew a good part of the protagonists, and I did not come back to Rwanda to carry out research.  So in that respect, I can say yes.  But I have to go back.  It's not only with regard to what other people wrote because, you see, in these cases you can have documents; you can meet people; you can contact people who are in exile.  I was -- I often contacted those people, it's true, in the RPF, just like those other people also contacted me.  So I cannot say I was not in the contact.  I was in contact, but I did not go to Rwanda at that specific time; that is correct.

Q.
My questions were only from the 1990 to the 1994 period because we do, of course, note that you were in Rwanda for a considerable amount of time in relation to economics in the period before 1990 and your report, Dr. Strizek, is only covering, on the cover page, the period of 1990 to 1994.  So my question to you, Dr. Strizek, is: what clinical processes did you go through with regard to that period of 1990 to 1994 to come to the conclusions that you do in your report?

A.
As you well noted, I was not there, but this does not prevent someone doing research, to work using documents and, normally, a historian works using documents.  I did not carry out on-site research; however, I carried out research which actually was capped -- or rewarded with a doctoral -- which culminated in a doctoral thesis, but at that time I did not go on the ground in order to do this particular work.  So in that case, you are right; I was not there.  But I have to tell that you I worked using the methodology of a historian who happens also to be a political scientist; that is, a political scientist cum historian.

Q.
Can you give me some details as to what that methodology of a historian is that you employed?  Thank you.

A.
I studied everything that was available for me with regard to these aspects and I’ll say “everything that was available” because at that time there wasn't abundant literature; however, I did try to read everything that I could lay my hands on, especially with regard to the background.  For instance, I took as my sources, memoirs of administrative officials, dissertations by Donat Murego, as well as everything that was available in the media, in the effectual reports.  So I used everything that I could use.  I had a certain advantage in Germany, which almost no one has, regarding people who have had long experience with those countries.  So I was able to publish a lot.  This is why I am referring to my professional life where I did not carry out scientific research, but I did take advantage of it, and included some of the aspects that I knew in my research.

Q.
Dr. Strizek, you use the words I was able to review what was available to me, and you would, as a political science expert, state that there are many limitations and restrictions to studying Rwanda in the period of 1990 to 1994 while you were not in Rwanda, while you were in Europe, in Germany; isn't that true?

A.
I did not see any obstacle which prevented me from carrying out studying and publishing the findings of my research without being on-site.  So my answer would be no but, of course, it would have been more interesting if at that time I was there; but, as you saw, for a period of time I was in Turkey.

Q.
Dr. Strizek, you mention -- in your report you make reference to Raphael Lemkin who is known by many people as the father of using the study of genocide in modern times.  You also say there are no parallels between Nazi Germany and Rwanda in the period of 1990 to 1994.  Now, my question to you, in light of those statements in the latter part of your report is: have -- do you consider yourself an expert if the field of genocide?

A.
I believe that I am an expert regarding events that took place in Rwanda, particularly, among other things, from the beginning of civil war.  So, at that time I followed the events, the massacres which were transformed into genocide, and it was said that it has to be stopped.  Because if you look at convention of genocide, then that convention would demand nations intervene to stop such a genocide, and this was my position.  I believe, as many other people -- became an expert in this field and I cite other sources as well, but I do consider myself as one of the specialists who followed closely what happened in Rwanda during the period covered by the jurisdiction of this Tribunal.

Q.
Just so I'm clear: is it your testimony that you are an expert in the field -- in the study of genocide, in the field and study of genocide that you, Dr. Strizek, are an expert?

MADAM PRESIDENT:
He has answered your question Ms. Monasebian.

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Your Honour, if I may, he did not, and I can explain very briefly.  What he went into is that he has done a lot of studies on various matters and he did not directly answer whether or not he is an expert in the field of genocide and it's --

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Well, what is an expert in genocide?  Do they hand out certificates now?

MS. MONASEBIAN:
In international humanitarian law, there is a course that I, myself, teach at a university; that is a field of study.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
The witness doesn't claim expertise in the field of law.  And he has answered your question with regard to genocide: he is in a position to analyse it.  He said he became an expert in the field.

MS. MONASEBIAN:
In genocide.  All right.

BY MS. MONASEBIAN:

Q.
Now, being that you -- my understanding from the clarifications of the President are that you are putting yourself forth as also an expert on genocide.  Did you study genocide in Nazi Germany time or only in Rwanda?

MS. ELLIS:
Perhaps the witness should be asked, first, whether he considers himself as expert in genocide.  He was not put forward by the Defence as an expert in genocide.

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Well, I asked that question and Your Honour said it was answered; so I'm going to move on with my next question which was --

BY MS. MONASEBIAN:

Q.
Dr. Strizek, being that you have said that you are an expert in genocide as well, my question to you is: is that genocide related to Rwanda, or genocide related to Nazi Germany, or both?  Could you tell the Court please?

A.
I am an expert in research of the events that occurred in Rwanda, including the genocide.  I never published anything on the German genocide.

Q.
And so you are not an expert on the German genocide, that would be correct?  I bring that because you mention that in your expert report.  So I need to know: are you an expert in the Nazi Germany genocide, yes or no, Dr. Strizek?

A.
In my studies, and in the history of German politics, it's obvious that we were obliged to study that period of German history.  This is obvious; however, I would like to repeat that I never had publications on German genocide.  And allow me to say that I, being a historian who is also conducting political research, am unfortunately forcibly a specialist in what happened in my country and our country, but I'm not someone who published documents regarding that phase of our history; but I am able to compare the genocide in our country with other genocides that I studied.  For instance, I studied the genocide in Armenia, since I spent three years in Turkey, so I was confronted with the problem of genocide, being a German, with our past, with what happened in Germany, so I know about two or three genocides.  I have also studied the case of the Khmer Rouge genocide.  So I cannot say, no, I'm not a specialist, but on the other hand I cannot say I am a big expert on research in respect of genocide.

Q.
So, would I be correct in saying that you have done no clinical studies on genocide in the period 1990 to 1994; would that be correct?  You can just answer yes or no because I will have a follow-up question.

A.
Of course, this is included in my doctoral thesis.  I spoke about what happened in Rwanda.  And in this book which, unfortunately, is available only in German, I do talk about that issue so, indeed, I published something on that phase and, actually, in both my books I have spoken about the subject, and these are publications.

Q.
Would it be correct to say that in that book -- in both your books that whatever you say or discuss, as you use the word "discuss", regarding genocide is based on books written by other people that you cite; that's the case, isn't it?

A.
No, I beg your pardon.  I am saying directly no, because I used everything that was available regarding documents, not only books written by other people.  At that time there was the media; there were -- there were documents; there were statements which I subsequently studied.  There were statements made by various parties.  Of course, I also studied what was published by other people.

Q.
Okay.  Did you go to the military archives in Rwanda to conduct any research with regard to the military in Rwanda in the period of 1990 to 1994?

A.
No, this is why I like to emphasise that, as a private researcher, we have some limits.  I was not able to do that.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Are you concluding now?

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Two more questions and I am done, Madam President, on something different.

BY MS. MONASEBIAN:

Q.
Dr. Strizek, wouldn't it be correct to say that regarding the time that you spent in Rwanda, all of it before 1990, all of the particular first-hand information you learned with regard to Rwanda would fall within the expertise, if at all, of economics and aid development; not politics, not human rights, and not the military, but economics and development?

A.
We have to make a difference here.  Professionally, I dealt with cooperation as well as economic problems because it was up to me to prepare economic reports, and on the economic situation of Rwanda at that time.  But beyond this I have always been interested.  As a historian when I was there, I was interested in and studied history.  I even contacted people who know the history of their country because there were many people who were still alive who had gone through the social revolution.  So in my personal capacity and in the discussions we held at the European Union delegation we always discussed about the character of the regime; for instance, what was the weight of the army during a phase where the government was not a pure military regime.  At that time there was still the state party.  When I was there the CND was created, and there was elements of democratisation which were being set up, and we always discussed the role of the army within this general context.

Q.
Thank you.  And my last question to you, Dr. Strizek, is as follows: putting aside for a moment your time in Rwanda in the 1980s related to development and economics, wouldn't it be right to say, as you just earlier said, that you were very interested in Rwanda, and with regard to the matters of 1990 to 1994, you are an interested observer, a very interested observer, rather than an expert?

A.
Could you please repeat the time frame to which you are referring?

Q.
With regard to the period of 1990 to 1994, that you are a very interested person who did a lot of reading on Rwanda but, really, you are an interested observer, rather than an expert.

A.
I transformed into an expert in 1992.  Even though I -- my publication came out in 1994, as I have just said, since I had free time due to family reasons I started preparing a study which did not materialise in the final analysis because it required my presence on the ground, so what I did was, I changed my subject matter and, as of 1992 when I returned from Ankara, I considered myself as someone who has been transformed into an expert.
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MADAM PRESIDENT:
What are you asking the Chamber, Ms. Monasebian?  

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Your Honours, by contents of my questions I am not going to belabour the arguments, because Your Honours pretty much know where the Office of the Prosecution stands. 

If this gentleman, who is clearly learned in certain fields, is to be qualified as an expert over the Office of the Prosecutor's objections that he is more for the time period of 1990 to 1994, an interested observer, we would definitely beseech this Court to limit him from, A, any foray into the military, and "the military and the role of the RPF".  And, Your Honours, I bring that up for two reasons.  The first reason being, and I will not read out of context, I will read exactly what Counsel said on 11 April.  This is page 7, line 36, and Counsel Ellis was talking about Dr. Strizek:  

"He is not a military expert, and he is not an expert in the fields that Mr. Caddick Adams was.  His expertise lies in those areas that you already granted us permission to use through Mr. Collins."

Your Honours, now we hear today, after Counsel Ellis in that page accused Mr. Rapp of misstating what she was using this witness for, and she said no, no, no, Mr. Rapp is wrong, he is not doing this, he is not doing that.  He is here to replace Collins and he is here to talk about only the areas he was permitted to talk about.  And putting aside for a second whether or not he is allowed to talk about military matters, which I clearly state to Your Honours he himself has shown he is not able to, as has Counsel Ellis, I say that he should not be here to talk about the RPF.  

And it is something, Your Honours, that Counsel Ellis becomes excited when I use the word two coqui, but I am going to use it again, for that is what it is.  The RPF was bad, they did bad things and the only way you can understand my client is innocent is by going into that.  Not a defence here, not part of expertise of this witness, not something this Court should waste time and require me to cross-examine on. 

And I note one other thing for Your Honours.  We are in a unique situation over here where on 24 January this Court ruled that any evidence regarding a shooting down of the plane crash is irrelevant and Mr. Strizek could not come to give testimony on that and anything else.  And then we are to the situation on 25 February where this Court declines to revisit that decision.  
Then we are in the situation of 28 March 2003 where the Court of Appeal declines to revisit that decision.  And then we are in the period of 11 April 2003 where Counsel Ellis says, "No military, only permitted areas.  We are not trying to backdoor in our three or four attempts to get this witness in."  

And, Your Honours, I am not going to give you the date right now of another submission that was given by Counsel Ellis to one of the judges ex parte in January 2003, which was an ex parte thing we only found out about two months later in March which said, Please if we can only have one expert, give us Dr. Strizek; we will get rid of all the rest.  But please, Judge Møse, just give us that one.  We get that two months later.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Please, let us not have dramatics.

MR. MARTEL:
Madam President -- 

MS. MONASEBIAN:
So, Your Honours, I ask that there be no Arusha Accords; that was limited already.  No military, that Counsel herself for this witness is incapable of testifying on, and certainly -- 

THE INTERPRETER:
Pause, please. 

 MS. MONASEBIAN:
-- plane crash two coqui material.  

Thank you, Madam President, Your Honours, and we will be moving at some point in this examination, if the expert report is tendered, to ask that pages 16 and 17 of the report, Point 3 titled Arusha Accords not be allowed in this case, as Your Honours ruled on 24 January 2003, and it was upheld in two other decisions, that the Court is not interested in that with respect to Mr. Collins whom this witness is going to be a substitute for.  Thank you, Madam President.   

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Dr. Strizek -- 

MS. ELLIS:
Madam President, I hesitate to interrupt, but I think it is appropriate I do it at this stage, because, of course, Dr. Strizek was questioned by me and I had intended to come back with some further questions in the light of the points raised by the Prosecution.  


So I would be very concerned that the Trial Chamber  allows the Prosecutor`s comments without allowing the Defence to respond to what has been said, albeit in a somewhat irrational and perhaps difficult-to-follow manner  .

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Ms .Ellis, I am going to give you an opportunity to respond.  

Dr. Strizek, Judge Gunawardana has questions for you.  

JUDGE GUNAWARDANA:
In the course of your studies relevant to writing the thesis, did you study the causes for the genocide in Rwanda 1994?  

THE WITNESS:
Your Honour, indeed my analysis tries to shed light on what happened at all levels, politically as well as in other areas.  I have given historical and other explanations, because I was talking about the problems relating to the two communities.  I talk about the RPF attack which was not only a military organization because RPF was a party which was not really an army, so to speak, but everything is linked.  

So my analysis concerned what happened, and what I tried to do is to give some indications in respect of points which have not been clarified; for example, the attack against the presidential airplane, because no one at this point in time can prove who carried it.  Even I could not prove it, but I allowed myself in this book, as always in my other publications to -- I beg your pardon.  Does this answer your question, Your Honour?  

JUDGE GUNAWARDANA:
That`s what happened.  Why did it happen?  Did you investigate why it happened?   

THE WITNESS:
I would say yes.  In this book and in other publications I tried to explain what happened.  So in this case my answer is "yes." 

JUDGE GUNAWARDANA:
What is the subject on which you wrote the thesis?  What is the translation of the topic on which you wrote the thesis?  

THE WITNESS:
Rwanda and Burundi, full stop. From independence to the Destruction of States.  And the subheading is, A study on a failed democracy in the Great Lakes Region of Africa.

JUDGE GUNAWARDANA:
Thank you.  

JUDGE MØSE:
Dr. Strizek, when you had this post as economic advisor from '80 to '83, did you stay in Rwanda, particularly Kigali, during the entire period?  

THE WITNESS:
Yes, apart from, of course, during my holidays. 

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Ms. Ellis?  Your response now.  

MS. ELLIS:
Could I just before I respond to the Prosecutor please ask a few questions arising out of her questioning and the questioning of the judges, Madam President .

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Yes, certainly .

MS. ELLIS:
Thank you.  

BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
Dr. Strizek, you have indicated to His Honour Judge Gunawardana that in your book you attempted to investigate the events that occurred in 1994, which are, of course, of interest to this Trial Chamber. 

In the report that you have prepared for the Trial Chamber, have you attempted there to explain how it was that the events occurred in 1994?  And I am not asking for details; simply whether you attempted to look into this matter in your report.  

A.
Yes.  This is the interpretation that I would give to my reports in the summary of a document of about 20 pages.  So this report in a way summarizes my previous researches and I tried to give the various explanations at the various levels, among others, regarding what happened economically, politically, and in respect of the parties, as well as with regard to the evolution, development of a war. 

So I looked at all these.  I am not an expert in strategy, but I consider myself as being someone who followed the military policy, and this is something different.  So I can say that I have tried to look at the reasons and give the reasons and to see what happened on both sides of the front; that is, on the governmental army, on the one hand, and on the RPF's military side, on the other hand.  

Q.
And, Dr. Strizek, you have said that in order to carry out your researches prior to publishing the material, you read as much written material by way of books and documents.  Have you had any contact with members of the Rwandan community since you last visited the country? 

A.
Counsel Ellis, the answer is yes.  As far as possible, as much as possible I contacted people who could explain documents, who could explain what was written in the media.  I tried to contact, and here I am going back a bit, and I did this within my possibilities.  

I could not undertake long trips, but I managed to contact people who were in Germany.  I attended many meetings of many leaders of Rwanda.  I belonged to a group which is known as Peace for Rwanda, which included many people who had lived in Rwanda who are interested in the developments of the country, especially people from two churches, that is, the Protestant church and the Catholic church. 

Q.
When you say you had contacts with many people from Rwanda, was this from any particular ethnic group in the country? 

A.
Particularly in the beginning, there were meetings where all tendencies or leanings were represented.  But later on things sort of narrowed down.  I was not for a time a member of discussion groups, but my answer could be yes, when I wrote my work at that time I was in contact with people from all leanings, from all walks of life from that society, the Rwandan society.  

So to come to your question, in my contacts there were many Hutus; there were many Tutsis as well. 

Q.
A historian writing about the Middle Ages is unable to have contact with the people who were living during that period.  Is that right, or am I wrong about that? 

A.
You are right. 

Q.
Does that invalidate their research? 

A.
No.  

Q.
I just want to be clear.  You were asked by Ms. Monasebian what your degree was in, what subject, and you talked about Russian policy.  Did you have a degree in Russian policy, or what should we understand by that?  What was your degree in, first? 

A.
I have a degree in political science, but with regard to the masters dissertation I had to submit a dissertation, and the dissertation concerned the Soviet Union, which was, in a way, my specialisation towards the end of my studies.  But I do have a degree in political science; history and French, I have to add, so as to have these three components. 

Q.
And concerning the French language, you have now chosen to give evidence in that language.  What was your level of ability in the French language during the period you were living in Rwanda? 

 MS. MONASEBIAN:
Your Honours, if I may.  This is beyond the scope of anything that either the Prosecution or the Judges asked .

MS. ELLIS:
In respect, it isn't, because Ms. Monasebian is questioning the language that Dr. Strizek understood, and it is important to know whether his French is better now than it was then or whether he is able to understand the country by virtue of his knowledge of French at the time .

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Will you answer the question, Dr. Strizek. 

THE WITNESS:
At the time, I was not at the same place, I have lost the habit of speaking French.  But at the time I worked and I drafted documents in French, and my French was better than it is today.  At the time, I was able to write and speak French with anyone who spoke the language, and apart from that we worked with interpreters.  If, for instance, we did interviews with peasants, we had interpreters assisting us.  I would like to go back to that question, because at the time the bourgmestre, normally, and conseiller at that level spoke fluent French.  So we had no communication problem with a large proportion of the population. 

BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
You have been asked about human rights.  You have said on a number of occasions that you were particularly interested in the place of democracy, in the democratisation of this area of central east Africa.  In your view, is that question a question which has any connection with human rights or not? 

A.
Yes.  In my opinion, democracy is either rejecting democracy, which means rejecting a part of human rights, which is a part of the participation of the people which, to my mind, is an aspect of human rights.  So these issues are closely related, democracy and human rights. 

Q.
The question of the role of military matters and the RPF: First, does a historian study on any level any military aspect of life, or not? 

A.
In history, the history I know, there was always issue of war.  So the answer is yes, you could not be a historian without being interested in the wars that were fought. 

Q.
You have told us that you described the Habyarimana regime one time as a military democracy.  Did you steal that term from anyone, or was that your own idea? 

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Your Honours, he already testified during my examination that that is something he coined himself, and it wasn't even responsive to any of my questions.  So I don't know why Counsel would be going over that .

MADAM PRESIDENT:
We have his answer to that.  That's his term.  Perhaps we should indicate to you that we do not require you to cover everything that has been raised.  This is an inquiry; however, this is your redirect, but I wish to give you that indication.  

For instance, on the military matters I think the Chamber has a clear impression of the witness' evidence in regard to a study of political history incorporating military matters.  Now, unless, of course, you wish to correct the record with regard to some of the statements made by Counsel.  

MS. ELLIS:
What I would like to do in the circumstances and with the indications that you have given, I don't then need to ask, I think, any further matters, perhaps save one of this witness, and then I can very briefly address the Trial Chamber, perhaps .

BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
Dr. Strizek, when you have used the word genocide in your report, have you used it in a legal context or have you accepted the word as said by others and described the events that led up to the genocide? 

 MS. MONASEBIAN:
Your Honour, if I may.  I am going to object to this, because this is precisely the type of examination that is leading.  Counsel should not be saying, Isn't this how you did it?  Did you do it this way?  She should just ask him: How could you use genocide?  It is inappropriate and leading again.  

MS. ELLIS:
We can all see that, with respect, in the report.  I can take ten questions, but one, I would have thought, would do. 

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Your Honours, I am not going to agree to Counsel saying it is more convenient, and so we are going to do it a different way, and the Prosecution was made to.  It's inappropriate.  If it is in the report during the time in which she leads this witness on the substantive issues of the matters at hand, she can ask those questions then, and then not in a leading manner.   Thank you, Madam President, Your Honours .

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Ms. Ellis, is this going into substance, or is it a follow-up of Judge Gunawardana's question?  

MS. ELLIS:
It is simply a follow-up to the question put by Ms. Monasebian.  Really not to Judge Gunawardana`s question, because that was dealt with, I think, by the witness quite adequately in the first question I put to him.  He has made it clear in his report he has attempted to give his explanation of how the events in 1994 might have occurred.  

That is the purpose of the report at the end of the day.  We are leading up to it with the background matter, we deal with the history, we deal with the economic situation.  But that is all entwined in Dr. Strizek's attempt to explain, for the assistance of the Trial Chamber, how the events occurred.  

MADAM PRESIDENT:
So what is your question now?  

MS. ELLIS:
My question was simply a follow-up to the point made by Ms. Monasebian, questioning whether Dr. Strizek considered himself as a genocide expert.  That was the point I was dealing with.  But maybe I will leave it rather than pursue it.  It is not necessary for my  arguments at this point.  

BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
Thank you then, Dr. Strizek, and if I can address my points.  And I will start once again with making a clear, unequivocal statement, that we, the Defence of Professor Nahimana, do not know a defence to these charges called two coqui, have never used the word, have never used the sense, have no intention of doing so in respect of the evidence to be given by Dr. Strizek, and will not address the Trial Chamber in future on that unknown concept to us.  And, therefore, I once again request that the Prosecutor stops suggesting our defences.  We don't need their help and their role. 

So the question of the expertise of Dr. Strizek, he has indicated that he has lived in Rwanda for many years.  He worked there, he understood the language, he was able to move around, and, therefore, as I believe the Prosecutor has acknowledged, up until 1990 he does have a knowledge, an intimate knowledge of a number of areas of that country. 

As he has said, what happened thereafter was that his interest did not die, but continued, and he worked, studied, researched, read documents, did what all people do who are writing on a subject.  He read the books that were written by others, he developed his own ideas, and that is exactly the work of a researcher and anyone who is to publish in due course if they are to have any self-respect. 

To criticise Dr. Strizek because he was not in the country during the years 1990 to 1994 misses the point, which is made very clearly when one understands that political commentators, historians, economists don't only comment on the events that occur within their adult lifetime.  They very frequently go back to the past, and when they go back to the past necessarily there no oral methods of researching, and they rely on documents.  And I suggest that from the evidence Dr. Strizek has given it is abundantly clear that he has very thoroughly researched his area of expertise for many years. 

In researching the questions concerning the democratisation of Rwanda, as he says he inevitably became involved in the fact that there were ethnic groups.  He considered, as a political scientist, the politics.  The politics of Rwanda cannot in any sensible assessment be separated from the RPF.  It described itself as a political party, the armed wing being the RPA.  

So it is an impossible, unnatural and unsustainable distinction to say that where a political party is seeking to obtain power, the return of refugees, that this is separate from the military aspect.  We do not put Dr. Strizek forward as a military expert in the sense that Peter Caddick Adams was a military man.  He is still sitting in Doha, because he is a member of the British army and has been years.  He was an expert, as our document indicated, on military matters that he knew about.  

Likewise, the military expert whose summary the Trial Chamber has seen, was to give evidence on matters of an entirely different nature from those that concerned the military role of the RPF.  And we have had numerous witnesses who have come here who have got nothing to do with the army who have spoken about these areas, and all Dr. Strizek is doing is describing the politics which had, as we all know, from 1990, a military aspect concerning the RPF, and prior to that as he says from the period he was living there, there was for a time a military democracy.  

So that we submit that in the areas of politics, economics, and the military aspect as they relate to the politics, you have in front of you someone who is expert.  And to suggest that because he has not been an expert before that in some way undermines his expertise, again on closer examination is sheer nonsense, because the reason why people like Dr. Strizek didn't give expert evidence all over the place was because there wasn't any need to, until this Tribunal was established. 

And there have only been a few trials here, and everyone who is an expert has to have a first time when they come into court.  It is no measure of an expert that he has never given expert before.  The measure of his expertise is judged by his research, his writing, the fact that he is invited to universities, to learned institutions to talk to people there about the work he has done.  He has been recognised for his work; he has a doctorate, as a result, and he has continued working thereafter.  And in our submission it flies in the face of the evidence to suggest that he hasn't the sufficient expertise and the full expertise to give evidence on the areas we require. 

We do not call him, I say finally, as a propaganda expert.  I have no idea the reason for which Ms. Monasebian posed those questions.  We would object to him being used by the Prosecution in the area in which we don't put him forward to be one and where he doesn't put himself forward to be one.  We have restricted the areas and we request that he be allowed to give evidence in all of those areas.  Thank you   ?

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Mr. Martel?  

MR. MARTEL:
Thank you, Madam President.  My client would like to leave the Chamber for five minutes.  

MADAM PRESIDENT:
We will take a moment to deliberate.  

The Chamber has deliberated, and I will now rule on the matter arising from the Prosecution's challenge to the expert status of Dr. Strizek. 

I wish to begin by once again expressing the Judges' disappointment that this inquiry has taken as long as two hours and ten minutes.  So in our view this could have been done, as Judge Gunawardana says, in ten minutes. 

Our ruling, then, is that the Chamber is satisfied that Dr. Helmut Strizek acquires expert status.  He is a political scientist, and he has the necessary expertise to testify on political and economic developments in Rwanda during the period 1990 to 1994.  And the Chamber notes Dr. Strizek's evidence where he makes clear that his studies of the political situation incorporates military matters, but that he by no means considers himself a military expert, nor will he be called upon to testify on media propaganda, and that has been made clear by counsel for the Defence. 

We will now begin with Dr. Strizek's testimony and ask Defence Counsel to observe the restrictions placed in the various orders and the areas that we wish Dr. Strizek to cover.  And I am sure they are very clear to counsel.  We didn't understand by anything Ms. Ellis says that this was not clear to her.  

So for that reason I am not going to now highlight the areas, and, as usual, the Chamber will, of course, control the process.  So if you are ready to begin, you may do so, Ms. Ellis .

MS. ELLIS:
Thank you.  Madam President, can I firstly now exhibit the curriculum vitae as 1D202, the more detailed document dealing with the professional experience of Dr. Helmut Strizek as 1D203, and the list of his work as 1D204 .

MADAM PRESIDENT:
The exhibits will be marked accordingly.  And 1D202, then, has a correction where "1969", where it first appears on line 5, will read "1961."  

(Exhibit No. 1D202 was admitted)
(Exhibit No. 1D203 was admitted)
(Exhibit No. 1D204 was admitted).

MS. ELLIS:
Thank you very much.  And please, Mr. Matemanga, could you now provide Dr. Strizek with a copy of his report 
                                                 EXAMINATION-IN-CHIEF
BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
And, Dr. Strizek, I don't believe that the report contains a date.  So could you please confirm that this report was prepared by yourself, and give us the date on which you prepared it.

A.
I confirm that I wrote this report, and since there is no date we worked up to last minute, so to speak.  As such, we exchanged some pages and for that I crave your indulgence, because there was a technical problem; I was in Berlin, and we had to exchange information by e-mail and in some cases some of the documents didn't get through.  So it is quite recent.

Q.
I am interrupting you, because that wasn't my question, and I would like to take you to the question I have explained to the judges already — the problems on the footnoting.  Simply tell us, please, the date, if you can recall it, when you prepared the report, when it was finalised.  It was submitted to the Trial Chamber, as a matter of record, on the 11th of April -- sorry.  2003  ?

MADAM PRESIDENT:
How many pages is this? because mine has come loose here. 

MS. ELLIS:
Twenty-five pages, the last page being the bibliography.  

BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
Does it follow that it was prepared in April of 2003, Dr. Strizek?

A.
Yes.  
(Pages 19 to 28 by Karlene Ruddock)
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BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
Thank you.  Now, as you've heard, the Trial Chamber is principally concerned with the events leading up to 1994, and so I briefly want to ask you about the period from the time President Habyarimana came into power through a coup d'état.  Do you understand? 

A.
Yes.

MS. ELLIS:
Just before I do that, perhaps we'll exhibit it at this stage as 1D205, and then we've got that into the record. 

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Your Honour, if I may.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
We note that the Prosecution had objections to the admission of part of this report.  Ms. Monasebian, the way we will proceed is that the restrictions the Chamber imposed on the areas of evidence this witness covers also applies to the report.

MS. MONASEBIAN:
Thank you, Your Honours. 

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Otherwise, we'll receive the report intact.  1D2 --

MS. ELLIS:
Oh-five.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Oh-five.

MS. ELLIS:
Thank you.

(Exhibit No. 1D205 was admitted)
  BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
Dr. Strizek, briefly, please, what was the -- what was the cause of President Habyarimana coming to power in July of 1973? 

A.
There are a series of causes which brought him to power.  There was a certain degree of instability in the Kayibanda government, and there was, in particular, some exorcist committed against the Tutsi people at the time, particularly at the universities.  There were these famous committee, people were killed, and there were -- was a debate within the Catholic church to stop that, to intervene, put an end to that.  And there are still some secrets regarding how it all happened.  I cannot dwell on this, because some people say that Habyarimana did not want to come to power.  Some people said that he was placed before a fait accompli, and he just had to carry on.  I don't want to confirm or deny that. 

There are many facts relating to that, but there was especially a very important aspect, which is that the international community wanted to put an end to this, and Habyarimana said initially, "I want to be a president for national unity," and that is why he immediately found the consent of the international community.  I say that even --

Q.
Dr. Strizek --

A.
-- this even though he took power in a military coup.

Q.
I'm going to ask you if you'll follow my questions, because it really is easier if we have short questions and shorter answers.  So I'm sorry to interrupt you, but if I now can just ask you another question, please, and I'll come back to one or two points.

Can you explain why it was that there was a movement against the Tutsis in early 1993?  What had caused that?  1973, I'm sorry. 

A.
There was, first and foremost, events in Burundi.  There was a genocide that was committed in Burundi in 1972.  That was in the summer of 1972.  Since I have to concentrate what I have to say, that was the main reason.  There were others, but that was the main cause. 

Q.
Thank you.  And as a result of that genocide, was there any effect on Rwanda? 

A.
Of course.  There was, first of all, this wave of refugees flooding in from Burundi, and this had an effect on the country, on the political balance in Rwanda.  And then there was this -- there were these groups calling for revenge on behalf of Burundi.

Q.
Could you tell us who perpetrated the genocide on whom in Burundi? 

A.
I believe I can say political science, particularly René Lemarchand, wrote extensively on what happened at the time.  It was particularly the mono-ethnic army that committed the genocide, and the victims were people who are known as the people -- the intellectuals, and these were people -- this information was formal, and these are the people who killed the victims. 

Q.
Which ethnic group did the military belong to and which group did the victims belong to in Burundi? 

A.
As I said, it was mono-ethnic.  It was a Tutsi army.  I believe everyone is agreed on that point.

Q.
And who were the victims? 

A.
They were the Hutus.  They were the avolué, Hutu avolué, the elite.

Q.
You mentioned that the reaction in Rwanda, and particularly within the universities, was the formation of the comités du cellule.  Are you able to say any names of any people associated with the committees, the formation of the committees? 

A.
I cannot say who were at the root of this movement.  I know a few people; some of them became famous subsequently.  I can talk about what was known, the consequences of post-Sendashonga .  I mentioned Bizimungu as Sendashonga because there were people who were opposed to the events.  They were not leaders as such.

I think it is historically recognised that Pastor Bizimungu was one of the organisers of this movement of this committee, and I want to restrict myself to this. 

Q.
And you've said that in 1993, President Habyarimana came to power -- '73.  I'm sorry, I keep on saying '93; in 1973.  Could you say again, very briefly but clearly, who were the supporters of President Habyarimana when he came to power? 

A.
This is a complex question, but I'll try to be brief.  There was a group in the army which did not want to sustain the struggle, but there were soldiers who wanted to be used against the Tutsis.  The international community said they must put an end to all this.  And then there was General Habyarimana -- Major General Habyarimana who was ready to work with the military committees, with these colleagues, and who wanted the movement to be abolished, and he succeeded.

Q.
And I think you also mentioned that he was supported by the church.  You said that earlier. 

Why did the international community support President Habyarimana rather than President Kayibanda? 

A.
Well, first of all, as far as I know, people did not have faith in Kayibanda as a person who could control the situation.  I think this was the general impression, and in those circumstances, people wanted change.  And by chance -- I don't know whether it was indeed by chance.  In any case, Habyarimana was more in the spirit of the times, the trend of the time.  Like the Catholic church -- like a good Catholic, he was said to have been a conservative Catholic, whereas Kayibanda was more ahead of his time.  He was a leftist, as it were, and some people said people like that man is almost a communist.  I want to put this in parentheses, but that was more or less the feeling that people had, many people at the time.  Not only people within the Catholic church, many people in Europe.  The conservatives were very happy to have found a general who was able to restore order and who was somewhat more moderate. 

Q.
How would you characterise the regime of President Habyarimana between 1973 and 1980? 

A.
There are many stages.  First of all, it was a pure military regime with military power.  From 1975, there were -- the soldiers were always there working as ministers, and this was transformed into institution.  The committees were transformed into an institution and became a single party.  And it was very much like what happened in sub-Saharan Africa at the time where soldiers came to power and transformed the regime.  So this is what happened. 



And there were many other stages.  In 1982, there was the CND, which was a new element, because first of all, the parliament had been abolished, so it was the first framework for popular representation within the structures of the state.  That was in 1982.  And subsequently, after my departure, I would say the economic crisis started.

Q.
Would you pause there, please?  When was the MRND formed? 

A.
If I do recall properly, it was in '75, I believe.  More or less sure.  I think the constitution came about a bit later.  If I'm wrong -- well, it was around that time, at that phase.

Q.
And before we move on to 1982, I'd like to ask you about 1980.  Was there any significant political event that occurred in 1980? 

A.
Yes.  It was that event which was described by some people that it was a failed coup d'état, not considered as such by others, but there was something.  The President reacted and he threw Mr. Lizinde into prison, and shortly later one of the most influential soldiers, Colonel Kanyarengwe, departed into exile.  So that was the main event that occurred when I arrived; it was being talked about.  And a couple of months later --

Q.
Dr. Strizek, again, I'd like, please, to be able to direct your answers by posing the questions to you so we can keep moving in a chronological order.

What was thought to be the motive for the attempted coup by Colonel Lizinde and Alexis Kanyarengwe?

A.
I cannot confirm that both of them cooperated.  I don't have any historical basis for this.  There might have been two trends.  But at least one thing is sure, namely, that there was some discussion among the soldiers who were having problems with Habyarimana.  And maybe it's already too -- am I going on too long already, for too long? 

So there was, there was a problem within the army, that is, within the military committee that took power. 

Q.
Was there any other event concerning a significant figure in 1980? 

A.
Yes.  As I say in my report, Habyarimana had someone else in mind, that is, Donat Murego.  I was always shocked that he put the -- both events together.  There was this trial of Donat Murego and the other one --

THE ACCUSED NGEZE:
Madam President, I'm sorry, they have to spell the name.  Yes, they have to spell the name.  

MS. ELLIS:
If Dr. Strizek could continue, I will get the spelling on the record when he finishes his answer. 

BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
I'm sorry, you were interrupted, Dr. Strizek.  Could you please continue. 

A.
In any case, I am repeating the names.  One was Théoneste Lizinde, and the other was Donat Murego, and I think the third one, Kanyarengwe, is very well known.  So --

Q.
We'll have the spelling of the names now that you've repeated them.  Lizinde, please, then Kanyarengwe, and then Donat Murego, for the record. 

A.
Lizinde is L-I-Z-I-N-D-E; Théoneste, T-H-E-O-N-E-S-T-E; Donat Murego, D-O-N-A-T, that's Donat; Murego, M-U-R-E-G-O.  Kanyarengwe is a bit more complicated:  K-A-N-Y-A-R-E-N-G-W-E, Kanyarengwe.  I think it was Alexis, I think, yeah. 

Q.
And before you were interrupted, you were explaining that in the same year, Donat Murego had problems with President Habyarimana, and what was the result of those problems? 

A.
I didn't talk about problems concerning Murego.  Everyone said later on that maybe that was someone who could -- because he was a pretty well-known person, he had worked within the OAU, someone who was rather well known within the country, one did not know exactly why he was thrown into prison by President Habyarimana.  Let me stop there. 

In a case of Lizinde it's a lot clearer, because he had put out a book where one could read that the revolution against the Tutsis should continue.  I have the book.  It could be read with that in mind.  That may not be the case, but at the time people understood it in that way.  And Habyarimana enjoyed international support, that is, to bring to end any new movement against the Tutsis. 

In the case of Colonel Kanyarengwe, I don't have any quotation to give you.  I don't know whether he was within that trend, within that movement. 

In the case of Murego, in my view, he was not. 

Q.
How long did Donat Murego remain in prison? 

A.
He was in prison for ten years.  His trial ended in 1983 and he left after ten years.  So, he spent his entire sentence in prison. 

Q.
Did he belong to any particular political party once he left prison? 

A.
Yes, of course.  He came back to his origin.  He was a man of the Kayibanda regime, that was clear.  So he was of the MDR, and then he joined the new MDR.  MDR was already existing, and as far as I know, he was not one of the founding fathers.  He was still in prison at the time. 

Q.
And now, moving on to the period after 1980 when you yourself were living in the country.  Now, you've told us that the CND was established.  Could you please explain what the CND was? 

A.
It was a sort of parliament because it should be said that this was within the context of a single party, so the representatives were necessarily members of this MRND.  But there was -- if I do recall properly, there were in some of the constituencies some choice, some option in terms of selecting members of parliament.  But this was a parliament within the context of a one-party system, and that's why I say a sort of parliament, which had no right to overthrow the government.  It was a framework within which people could express themselves, criticise the government within the restrictions applicable at the time.  So, it was a factor. 

Q.
And during the years up until 1995, from 19 -- 1985 from 1973, what was the position in respect of the various ethnic groups within Rwanda? 

A.
I remember, and a lot of people will confirm this, those were the golden years in the country because, indeed, the Lizinde menace had been expunged and, from my own experience, there wasn't that much of a problem between the two communities.  Of course, everyone knew that there was the quota system applicable, but with the degeneration of the regime -- my friends told me that with the problem of the quota system, there was corruption.  I mean, one could buy positions under the quota.  And if you allow me, I could give you my own appraisal in that regard. 

At the beginning, the quota system was considered as a solution, a compromise arrangement, and from there it was considered that at some point it had to be forgotten.  They had to go beyond that system, and so discussions had started on this.  But it wasn't really a major problem.  In my opinion, everyone, and particularly the Tutsis, accepted the fact that that president did protect them.  And when the situation was viewed against what was prevailing up -- in Burundi as from 1987.  Later on, I was also in charge of -- I had Burundi in my docket, and it was noticed that there was this minority regime, and the Tutsis in Rwanda were happy to live on that side. 

Q.
When you --

A.
That's the population taken together.  Of course, there were some Tutsis who preferred the situation elsewhere; there were some people.  I can talk of them.  My friend Lando told us that he, he felt that Rwanda -- Rwanda's approach would be a more preferable approach because they had the feeling that the two groups were narrowing their differences, which was not the case in Burundi. 

Q.
What is the second name of Lando? 

A.
Ndasingwa.

Q.
Could you spell that, please. 

A.
N-D-A-S-I-N-G-W-A. 

Q.
Was he a Hutu or a Tutsi? 

A.
He was Tutsi.  He was killed.  I'm talking about the person who was killed later.  If you allow me, he was my neighbour, and that's why I referred to him as a friend because we had good relations. 

Q.
Do you know how the international community viewed the Habyarimana regime up to the years -- the late 1980s? 

A.
Allow me to say that up to 1985, he was considered as the president who worked for development.  I am quoting a delegate of the European community.  He was one of the rare presidents in Africa interested in development.  He attracted projects upon projects.  I think that could be said.  He had the population behind him, and one believed that this was a president who was interested in development.  He was the only one who inserted development in the name of his party.  So, of course it was not perfect.  Everyone knew that population growth was becoming a problem that was increasingly serious, and he didn't have a problem.  At the time I was there, there was this discussion whether one million Rwandans could move to Tanzania.  Well, it didn't make any headway.  So there was a substantive issue at stake.  It wasn't a problem of Habyarimana. 

The criticisms, if you allow me, were directed at the president himself also when there was the bankruptcy or the insolvency of the main company in Rwanda in 1985.  That company went bankrupt, and over night some 8,000 people became unemployed or went onto the job market.

Q.
Please pause there, Dr. Strizek.  Thank you. 

I want to come on now to 1985, and you said that there was the collapse of an organisation.  Could you please say what that organisation was?

A.
It was the Société Miniere du Rwanda or the Rwandan Mining Company, Somirwa.  First of all, there was the -- there was a -- the state smelting company, and then you had people who had worked in the mines, underground and even open mining.  And they were the largest employer in the country, apart from people in the rural areas.  That was one factor. 

Another factor, the second one, was the drop in coffee prices.  And both are linked because until then, with good coffee prices, the people in the rural areas could live, I mean subsist, you know.  When the proceeds from their coffee -- because all of them produced coffee, when there was this downturn, the huge poverties -- poverty started, and that was beyond the reach of the president. 

And let me get back to Somirwa.  So the collapse of Somirwa was as if -- well, this was linked to these Belgians who were there.  The president was too close to the Belgians.  He could have engaged in some other economic or adopted some other economic policy in order to offset the adverse effects of the drop in prices.

Q.
So what you've told us is that in 1985, you had the collapse of the mining company with the resultant loss of a large number of jobs, and then you had the fall in the coffee price with all the implications that had for the whole population.  Those are economic factors.  Were there any other economic factors which had an effect on the regime after the year 1985? 

A.
I would say that it is that situation that compounded the economic situation, this kind of struggle for the national cake.  It was at that time that it was felt that there was a group that was trying to protect itself against the adverse economic effects, and that's what compounded, that's what worsened the domestic situation.  And that's the time when people started talking about Akazu, the people or the group from the north, et cetera.  So it had an effect on political stability. 

Q.
What was the relationship between the population of the country and the amount of land in Rwanda during this period? 

A.
As from 1985, it was disaster because there was this direct sharing among the sons, so people had small land plots.  I myself with my colleagues the economists -- because my wife is an economist, we discussed with other economists and we said we don't know -- if we were to take the data, statistical data, one would wonder how people survived, given under normal considerations they couldn't survive.  So, it was really a poor country. 

As I say in my report, and I make reference to James Gasana who was already in the agricultural sector and who told us, and I had this impression personally, that the projects were not coming in any more.  Even agricultural projects, particularly those financed by the World Bank, they were not coming in any more.  This was a group of people who were living within that project structure. 

In any case, the situation was very serious, and in political terms, it was quite clear.  There was this fight for a share of the national cake.  And indeed, there were people who could say that we in the south were at a disadvantage.  So one could feel that this matter was coming on to the limelight.  It was not viewed in terms of Tutsis being discriminated against.  Maybe they were discriminated against in a positive way.  In fact, I could quote in that regard the immediate -- maybe not -- predecessor of Pastor Bizimungu, and that was Gatabarwa.  And his name is spelled G-A-T-A-B-A-R-W-A.  He was known to be one of the most influential persons in the country.

Q.
Dr. Strizek, I'm again going to ask you to pause because we have, we have to follow and I just want you to take it little more slowly.

You mentioned in this respect Pastor Bizimungu, and can you just be clear about the significance of mentioning his name at this stage. 

A.
I only said -- I could have left it out.  I wanted to say that one of the most important positions in the country was occupied by a Tutsi during that period, and that man's name was Gatabarwa.  And that generated discussions because in Rwanda people could say, well, Habyarimana is doing everything for the Tutsis.  I'm not saying that that was the case, but there was this situation whereby a lot of rich people who were Tutsis who were linked to the family of the president.

Q.
And what was the position that was occupied by Gatabarwa?  I'm going to spell that:  G-A-T-A-B-A-R-W-A. 

A.
He was the director-general of Electrogaz.  That is the state enterprise, the most important one after Somirwa.  For a long time -- I don't know exactly when he left that position, but he was there for a long time.  He was one of those people who -- you know, about whom it was said, well, look at this, under Habyarimana there are very important Tutsis, except in the army. 

Q.
Just to be clear, what is the first letter of that man's name, the first letter of his name?  Is it K or G? 

A.
G. 

Q.
Thank you. 

A.
G, "Ga".  G-A-T-A-B-A-R-W-A. 

Q.
Dr. Strizek, in your report you refer to the assassination of Colonel M-A-Y-U-Y-A.  Firstly, could you say who he was, and then I'll ask you another question about him. 

A.
Colonel Mayuya was assassinated towards the end of this period, in 1989.  There was this destabilisation of the Rwandan society in which a lot of -- everybody was talking about corruption, and one of the spokesperson of the people who mentioned this was the head of the central bank, Birara.  And as far as I know, it was the first case of assassination that was characterised by everyone as political.  At the time I was still in Rwanda then and it was still -- it was being said there is something that's not working. 

And I have to get back to Bizimungu because they were very connected; they were related.  And Bizimungu almost immediately left after that, the assassination.  So there was -- I'm repeating myself.  The Electrogaz was a very important company in Rwanda and the director-general ran away, so people felt that there was a problem, there was something.

Q.
By whom was Colonel Mayuya assassinated?

A.
Well, I can refer in that regard to the book by James Gasana because it is through there that I learned of what happened.  I wasn't that quite interested, but I knew that there was a problem.  It was said that it was a soldier by the name of Biroli.

Q.
What ethnic group? 

A.
As far as I can recollect based on what was written, Gasana was a Tutsi, one of the rare Tutsi soldiers who was killed immediately after.  And there was never a trial, and so it is not known what exactly happened.

Q.
Killed by, did you say Biroli, a Tutsi?  Did I hear correctly? 

A.
Yes.

Q.
And the man he killed, what group did he belong to? 

A.
Colonel Mayuya was a Hutu, pretty close to the president.  And everybody believed it is the president who is being targeted, somebody on the side of the president, and everyone understood that it was the president who was being targeted.  I can't say whether it was true or false.  I am just narrating what I heard. 

Q.
Dr. Strizek, that was in 1988.  Was there any other important event in that same year? 

A.
Yes, you are maybe quite right.  I would need to check the exact date.  It was the time when in Burundi, things were becoming again dangerous.  On the one hand, Colonel Bagaza was replaced by someone who was linked to the Catholic church, namely, Buyoya.  Buyoya took power.  Everybody agreed it was some time.  And then there was something, some turmoil or disturbance in the Ntega-Marangara communes, and it is alleged that the military killed between 10 and 15,000 people.  And so in Rwanda there was this new wave of Hutu refugees, that is, from Burundi to Rwanda. 

Q.
So that there were incidents in Burundi, there was the event of the killing of the colonel by Major Biroli.  Were there any other developments in the same year, 1988, which had any relationship? 

A.
Sorry, if the translation comes through as two things being linked, that is not what I said.

Q.
No --

A.
I said that there were --

Q.
But I did --

A.
Well, that's what I heard over my -- yes.

Q.
If you listen again, Dr. Strizek.  You've told us about what was going on in Burundi; you've told us about the assassination in Rwanda.  And what I'm asking you, in 1988, was there any other event of any significance that you recall that related in any way to Rwanda? 

A.
I, for now, don't quite understand what you are referring to.  I said two things, and then I said that the departure or the flight of Pastor Bizimungu -- oh, yes, now, now, yes.  At the international level, RPF comes into the picture.  RPF was formed in 1987, and at the international level, RPF comes into the scene with the Washington conference.  It is the problem of the refugees, Tutsi exiles in Uganda.  This was now brought into the international limelight with that conference. 

Before that, it was known that there was a problem in Rwanda.  It was known that Habyarimana operated with international consent when he said that it would be impossible for all these people to come back.  Habyarimana had always said that was the problem.  In 1982, 1984, he even sent away Hutu refugees who came from Uganda, same as the Tutsis.  He wanted always to say that there was a problem, but he said, "My problem --" and he explained this to the population and to the international community.  He always said that, "My problem is that I have to negotiate with Tanzania the departure of one million Rwandans to Tanzania, and then I still have another half a million who wants to come back.  It would be practically impossible." 

So for a long time, the international community endorsed his stand.  Now something is moving within that community, that is, with the formation of the RPF, and the organisation of that conference by American friends, that is, they were the ones who organised that meeting.  So, that is the third factor that comes in, in the course of that year.
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1702H

BY MS. ELLIS:

Q.
And my final question, please, what year was that conference?

A.
Eighty-eight.

MS. ELLIS:
And, Madam President, that then brings us up to the year 1990 where I will commence tomorrow morning, if I can.

MADAM PRESIDENT:
Thank you.  


Thank you, Dr. Strizek.   We will take the break now and resume at 9 a.m. tomorrow morning, and kindly do not discuss your testimony with anyone.


(Court adjourned at 1704H)
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