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FROM YOUR DIRECTOR-GENERAL 
 
 
Dear Delegates,  

My name is Isra Thange, and I will be serving as the Director-General of Specialized Committees for this 
iteration of the Princeton Model United Nations Conference. It is my honor and privilege to welcome you all to 
PMUNC 2019! 

First, I’d love to tell you a little bit about myself. I am a sophomore hailing from the faraway land of 
Franklin Park, New Jersey, which you can find located a whole twenty minute car ride away from campus! I am 
majoring in the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, with certificates in Near Eastern 
Studies and the History and Practice of Diplomacy.  I have been involved with Model UN throughout high school, 
and am incredibly excited to continue to be a part of the activity this year! When I am not spending time with the 
lovely PMUNC Secretariat and helping plan this conference, I am also the Vice President of the International 
Relations Council, an attorney and the Recruitment Chair for the Princeton Mock Trial Team, and a member of the 
competitive Model UN team on campus. In my free time I enjoy reading, discovering new food around campus, 
and aimlessly talking about everything.  

The Specialized Committees this year are designed to cover a wide range of topics deeply, addressing critical 
issues that are both historical and current events. The committees are spread out regionally, focusing on every part 
of the world, from Europe and the Americas, to Africa, the Middle East, Asia, and even the Arctic Circle. 
Committee topics focus on political conflicts, cultural trends, and regional disagreements, ranging from the conflict 
in Ukraine, to combating extremism and developing effective cybersecurity strategies in the age of quantum 
computing. So whether you are interested in geopolitical conflict resolution, sparking social change, or 
understanding developments in science and technology, there is a committee that encompasses those interests! 

I encourage you to dive deeply into your topic and come up with creative, original solutions. You are all 
here because of your commitment to improving society and affecting real world change through policy actions. The 
background guide you are about to read has been carefully put together by your chair, with the purpose of helping 
guide your research and work in the committee. Both myself and your chairs are incredibly excited for four days of 
vigorous, passionate, and enlivening debate, brilliant diplomacy, and effective resolutions! Step away from the world 
and embody your role fully, and don’t be afraid to try new solutions and think outside the box. I wish you the best 
of luck, and I hope you all have an amazing weekend! 

If you have any questions or concerns in the days leading up to the conference, please feel free to reach out 
to me at ithange@princeton.edu, or to send an email to your Chair. And if you see me at the conference- come by 
and say hi! I would love to meet all of you. 
 
Sincerely,  
Isra Thange 
Director-General of Specialized Committees 

mailto:ithange@princeton.edu
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FROM YOUR CHAIR 
 
 
Hello delegates, 
     We constantly hear about crime. You likely have read about criminal justice reform unfurling in America’s cities. 
Or perhaps you heard a pundit decry or defend President Trump on the radio this morning. You might recall the 
Panama Papers, released in 2016, which revealed the legally dubious practices of thousands of wealthy clients. 
     All relate to crimes, but with an important qualification—any crime indicated by those headlines would be 
prosecuted in its country of origin. We do not expect Uruguay or Thailand to adjudicate a homicide that occurred in 
Mississippi. The international community would not, and should not, intervene in a nation’s judicial proceedings.       
     What about, however, crimes of a more global nature? Are certain crimes so reprehensible or devastating that they 
can, in effect, be judged by the world? Are there certain actions that a citizen from any country would recognize as 
criminal? If we answer yes to these questions, then an international entity to prosecute these crimes makes a good 
deal of sense. 
     Welcome to PMUNC’s International Criminal Court, or ICC. Since its inception at the turn of the 21 st century, 
the ICC has served as a supranational judiciary and a form of recourse for national courts that are unwilling or unable 
to prosecute defendants. Guided by the Rome Statute (1998), the ICC strives to administer justice in the aftermath of 
particularly grievous and/or transnational (occurring in or implicating multiple countries) crimes. 
     In this committee, we will consider three defendants: Hubert Lyautey, a French colonial administrator in Morocco, 
Henry Kissinger, former U.S. Secretary of State, and Paul Kagame, incumbent president of Rwanda. These cases 
range from historical to ongoing. While not united thematically, each is nuanced. The first two cases feature 
defendants from Europe and America, respectively. In reality, all but one of the ICC’s active investigations are in 
Africa, which has raised allegations of an African bias within the Court. Even so, Kagame, like Lyautey or Kissinger, 
is not actually being prosecuted by the ICC, meaning all three cases are fictional. That’s just as well, because for the 
purposes of committee we must override the ICC’s prohibition on retroactive jurisdiction (more below).1 You might 
also deduce that in each case, colonialism fueled the tension and conflict that gave rise to the conduct in question. 
While the era of colonies has passed, the relationship between former colonial powers and the rest of the world 
remains fraught. Studying history can help achieve progress today.   
     Your task here is multi-faceted. As judges on the ICC, you must first determine in each case whether a 
violation of the Rome Statute occurred. From there, you must determine whether the individual in question 
should have intervened to halt the violation and/or taken actions to prevent future violations, had the Rome 
Statute existed at the time. As you build your cases, remember that this second determination is crucial, as 
only a finding that (1) a violation occurred, and (2) the defendant could have stopped the violation but failed 
to do so will yield a verdict of guilty.  

 

 
1“International Criminal Court,” https://www.icc-cpi.int/about.  
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     The Office of the Prosecutor (OTP) has brought forward Hubert Lyautey in his capacity as a military commander 
and Resident-General of the French-controlled Protectorate of Morocco for the Crime of Aggression under Article 
VIII bis of the Rome Statute, Henry Kissinger in his capacities as National Security Adviser and Secretary of State of 
the United States of America for War Crimes under Article VIII of the Rome Statute, and Paul Kagame in his 
capacities as commander of the Rwandan Patriotic Front, Vice President, and President of Rwanda for Crimes Against 
Humanity under Article VII of the Rome Statute. You will determine the order in which we try these cases when we 
convene in November.  
     Please do not hesitate to reach out if you have questions. I look forward to seeing you all!  
 
Sincerely, 
Joe Ort 
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INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT 
 
 
 

 CASE A: Office of the Prosecutor v. Hubert Lyautey  
CASE B: OTP v. Henry Kissinger, et al.  

CASE C: OPT v. Paul Kagme, et al.  
 

 

Committee Description 
 
     The International Criminal Court attempts to enshrine justice across the globe. The Rome Statute, which 
established the ICC, was adopted on July 17, 1998, entering into force on July 1, 2002. Rather than wielding 
unlimited international power, the ICC is better envisioned as a “last resort” for national courts. The ICC exists for 
cases when those lower courts reach an impasse.  
     The Court reserves the right to investigate and prosecute four crimes – genocide, crimes against humanity, war 
crimes, and the crime of agression. In special cases, the Court may also exercise jurisdiction following authorization 
by the Security Council. The Court prohibits retroactive jurisdiction, meaning it cannot prosecute crimes that 
allegedly occurred before the Court’s establishment in 2002. The Court is allowed to open investigations into cases 
that occurred between the Court’s origin date and the date that a particular country joined the ICC, if the latter 
occurred later.2  
     Over the years, 122 states have ratified the Rome Statute. The Statute also features 31 signatories, which are 
members who have failed to ratify. Notable signatories include the Russian Federation, the State of Israel, and the 
United States of America. Some signatories argue that signatory status legally absolves them from upholding the 
Court’s mandate. The term “states party” refers to any nation that is a party to the Rome Statute, including both 
ratifiers and signatories. Finally, 41 countries have neither ratified nor signed the Rome Statute. Notable non-
signatories include the Republic of India and the People’s Republic of China.  
      The ICC is composed of four organs. The Presidency oversees administrative affairs for the Court, although it 
has no sway over the Office of the Prosecutor (OTP). The President and two Vice Presidents occupy the 
Presidency. All three are elected by their fellow judges on the Court. Their positions are also limited to two three-
year terms. The Registry, the second organ of the Court, is responsible for all non-judicial aspects of the Court’s 
administration, including, “in the areas of defence, victims and witnesses, outreach and detention.”3 Third, the 
Judicial Division, or Judiciary, installs eighteen judges to preside over the Pre-Trial, Trial, and Appeals Chambers of 
the Court. The Office of the Prosecutor (OTP), lastly, prosecutes defendants. The OTP also supervises the 
investigations unit. Within the OTP, multiple deputies support a single chief prosecutor. The OTP can only begin 
an investigation with authorization from a state party, the Security Council, or by injunction from the Pre-Trial 
Chamber of the Court.   
     This year, Hubert Lyautey, Henry Kissinger, and Paul Kagame stand trial. During each trial, six delegates will 
represent the Office of the Prosecutor, six delegates will act as the defendant’s legal team, and six delegates will 
preside as judges. Time permitting, each delegate will have the opportunity to serve in all three capacities. You can 

 

 
2“The ICC’s Retroactive Jurisdiction, Revisited,” Alexander Willis, Jan. 29, 2013, http://opiniojuris.org/2013/01/29/the-iccs-retroactive-
jurisdiction-revisited/.  
3“The Registry”, June 16, 2011, https://archive.fo/20110616151431/http://www.icc-cpi.int/Menus/Go?id=6a4167ac-ca17-403d-928b-
b2c36bb85ab4&lan=en-GB.html.   
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find which role you will serve for which trial at the end of the background guide. Once you have reviewed your 
assignment, please conduct additional research to prosecute or defend the accused. If you are slated to judge a 
particular trial, there’s no need to research further. As a judge, being unaware of the facts beforehand helps you 
make an impartial deliberation.  
     For PMUNC’s ICC, we will use an amalgamated set of rules and procedures, found at the end of the 
background guide. During each trial, the OTP and the defense will separately call five witnesses who support or 
refute the allegations. As part of your research, please consider which witnesses you might call. Your team will 
decide upon witnesses during committee. 
 
Note on Research 
     All delegates should actively participate and contribute during court deliberations. Researching the cases in 
advance behooves you. Delegates who demonstrate exceptional command of evidence and ability to cite from a 
variety of sources perform well in committee. Despite the need for outside preparation, though, please note that 
you may not pre-write any material to be presented to the Court, including but not limited to opening statements, 
closing statements, and witness direct- and cross-examinations.  
     I encourage everyone to peruse some of the sources found in the bibliography. Many include additional 
information that may be salient to the prosecution or defense. You might also notice that in general, this 
background guide supplies more information to indict rather than defend our three defendants. This is by design. 
Recall that the prosecution has an extremely high burden of proof, to establish that a violation(s) of the Rome 
Statute occurred beyond a reasonable doubt. The defense, in contrast, faces the comparatively low bar of showing that 
some amount of doubt exists somewhere in the prosecution's case-in-chief, including in any of its evidence or 
testimonies. Recall too that rationale plays a critical role in determining guilt. Even if a defendant committed a 
seemingly irredeemable act, the defense may argue that it was carried forth under alternative motivation(s), if 
evidence exists to support the contention. If either side encounters trouble finding adequate sources to prosecute or 
defend, please email icc.pmunc@gmail.com for assistance.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:icc.pmunc@gmail.com
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CASE A: Office of 
the Prosecutor v. 
Hubert Lyautey  
under the crime of 
aggression, for acts 

committed between the 
years of 1912-1925 

 

 

The OTP submits the following 
evidence for consideration:  
     In the 18th and 19th centuries, 
many European countries sought to 
expand their influence through 
imperialism. Foremost among this 
group were Britain and France. Both 
of these hegemons subjugated the 
inhabitants of formerly sovereign 
states to their rule. Contemporary 
scholarship illustrates the dark and 
ongoing legacy of colonialism.  
     Throughout the 1800s, France 
wrested a vast empire that ultimately 
included swathes of North America, 
Southeast Asia, and almost all of 
North Africa. North Africa’s 
proximity made it an object of 
singular fascination for the French 
public. After the conquest of Algeria 
in the 1830’s, the French metropole 
(def: parent state of a colony) also 
annexed much of modern-day 
Morocco. The figure of Louis 
Hubert Gonzalve Lyautey 
(henceforth “Hubert Lyautey”, or 
simply “Lyautey”) played an outsized 
role in the forcible French 

 

 
4“Lyautey: An Interpretation of the Man 
and French Imperialism,” Barnett Singer, 
Journal of Contemporary History: 26, 1991, 142.  
5Ibid.   

acquisition of Morocco. Lyautey was 
a colonial administrator who already 
boasted success, by French 
standards, in the colonies of 
Indochina and Madagascar. Lyautey 
arrived in Morocco in 1903 to 
command a subdivision of troops, 
before being promoted to Resident-
General of the Protectorate of 
Morocco nine years later.  
     In 1903, Lyautey was tasked with 
protecting a French railroad line 
running south of the town of Oran. 
At the time, only portions of 
Morocco were under French control. 
Lyautey proved to be a maverick 
commander. Late in 1903, he 
occupied the town of Bechar in 
Algeria, despite violating a treaty 
from the 1840’s. 4  Lyautey made 
similar unauthorized forays into 
Morocco the following year, 
prompting a rebuke from the French 
Foreign Minister. 5  Lyautey also 
occupied the Moroccan town of 
Oujda without permission. Despite 
his temerity, Lyautey was promoted 
to Military Governor of French 
Morocco in August 1907, which 
extended his command to all of 
French Morocco. Lyautey then 
oversaw an “occupation”, which 
entailed campaigns to “disperse 
rebels” and tribal fighters besieging 
French-held Fez, according to a 
contemporary source.6 
     The French Protectorate of 
Morocco was officially established by 
the Treaty of Fez on March 30, 1912. 
The Treaty was signed by Sultan Abd 
al-Hafid of Morocco and a French 
diplomat. Lyautey was instated as the 

6“Marshal Lyautey: The Man and His 
Work”, John Bell, The Fortnightly Review: 
111-117(1922), 911.  

Resident-General of Morocco a 
month later, on April 28.  
     There are subtle but meaningful 
distinctions between the protectorate 
Lyautey helped establish and a true 
colony. Under protectorate status, 
Morocco retained nominal 
sovereignty. In theory, France 
became Morocco’s “protector” 
rather than its controller, although in 
practice the arrangement heavily 
favored French interests. The French 
were also concerned that rival 
colonial powers would reprimand 
France if it made Morocco a colony 
via outright annexation.7 The French 
were immediately unpopular with 
Moroccans, who launched a 
“countrywide insurrection as soon as 
the Treaty of Fez was signed.” 8  In 
the 1912 Fez riots, some sixty-six 
Europeans and over six hundred 
Moroccans were killed. The 
insurrection, which erupted 
sporadically across the protectorate, 
was soon quieted, and the Makzhen 
(or Makzhan), the traditional ruling 
institution in Morocco, was forced to 
cede power to France.   
     Only a month after the Treaty of 
Fez was signed, Lyautey forced the 
abdication of the sitting sultan, Abd 
al-Hafiz (Hafid), and replaced him 
with his brother. The abdication 
illustrated how nominal the 
preservation of the Moroccan 
sultanate was, since Lyautey had the 
power to dictate who occupied the 
position. Lyautey made additional 
political changes. He was a 
proponent of indirect rule, a type of 
colonial administration wherein the 
colonizers utilized existent local 

7A History of Modern Morocco, Susan Gilson 
Miller, Cambridge University Press (2013), 
88.  
8Ibid, 88-9.   
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leaders but reserved the right to make 
decisions of consequence.9 
     Even so, Lyautey displayed a 
greater degree of respect towards the 
sultanate than many of his peers 
would have granted. Under Lyautey’s 
supervision, the sultan still signed 
every decree and retained his role as 
the “first imam” for the nation.10 In 
one anecdote, Lyautey apparently 
held the stirrups of the sultan’s horse 
while the latter dismounted, a sign of 
deference, even “to the chagrin of 
the [French] colonial party…”.11 In 
Lyautey’s estimation, upholding, at 
least outwardly, the dignity of 
traditional Moroccan society would 
allow Morocco to attain new heights. 
Lyautey did not believe that French 
oversight precluded a Moroccan 
national character. In this regard, he 
deviated from prevailing thought in 
France as to how to coerce a colony 
into compliance.  
     Lyautey did not give complete 
leeway to the Moroccans, though. 
Scholar Susan Miller describes 
Lyautey’s colonial regime as a “two-
headed hydra”, featuring a publicly-
visible staff of Moroccans who 
addressed the protectorate’s 
educational and cultural needs, but 
actually controlled by a massive 
French bureaucracy. 12  In 1912, the 
protectorate government expanded 
from two departments to eight, 
including a new department to 
monitor sentiment among the 
Moroccan people. 13  Tellingly, this 
department was designed to surveil 
the populace. The French wanted to 
preempt any restiveness. To that end, 

 

 
9“What was ‘indirect rule’”, Dean Swift, 
General-History, http://general-
history.com/what-was-indirect-rule/.  
10A History of Modern Morocco, Miller, 91.   
11Ibid, 91.   

Lyautey and his subordinates 
suppressed freedom of expression. 
Both in the protectorate and at home 
in France, Lyautey advanced strict 
legislation that discouraged 
opposition and imposed harsh 
penalties for dissent, including 
possibly flogging in the 
protectorate.14  
     Lyautey was unafraid to disrupt 
the status quo environmentally, 
socially, and legally. The Resident-
General zealously built dams and 
roads. These projects opened access 
to Morocco’s interior in support of 
French economic interests, especially 
mining. Much of this construction 
also intruded upon lands historically 
held by Morocco’s tribes. The wealth 
produced in Morocco was generated 
exploitatively, taking advantage of 
Morocco’s ore, manganese, and 
phosphate resources.15 
     Lyautey also emphasised urban 
planning. He hired French planners 
who had studied Moroccan culture 
to boldly redesign Morocco’s chief 
cities, such as Fez, Rabat, and 
Casablanca. These planners designed 
with an eye towards hadariyya, 
roughly translated as “civic culture”, 
which refers  to the vibrant social life 
conducted by Moroccan elite within 
cities. 16  Even so, their plans 
prioritized French tastes. Not only 
were new quarters constructed in 
many cities, but some neighborhoods 
were razed in favor of French 
designs. While these endeavors were 
purportedly carried out with an 
appreciation of Moroccan culture, 

12Ibid, 91.   
13Ibid, 91.   
14Ibid, 92.   

they also oftentimes destroyed 
centuries-old structures.  
     During his time as Resident-
General, Lyautey also implemented 
educational and cultural reform to 
instill a “French-Moroccan” 
consciousness in the people. By the 
end of his tenure, Lyautey had 
modernized much of the governing 
bureaucracy. As Susan Miller notes, 
during his term as Resident-General, 
“the standards of health [were 
raised], modern cities [were built], 
new methods of transport and 
communication [were 
introduced],...[but] all this without 
the assent of those he governed.”17 
Lyautey resigned in 1925, but the 
protectorate was not dissolved until 
1956, thirty-one years later.  
 

CHARGES 

     The Office of the Prosecutor 
submits the prosecution of Hubert 
Lyautey in his capacity as 
commander of a military subdivision 
between 1903-1907 and as Resident-
General of the Protectorate of 
Morocco from 1912-1925 for the 
commision of the Crime of 
Aggression as defined under Article 
VIII bis of the Rome Statute, for his 
role in the forcible French 
occupation and subsequent 
governance of Morocco.  

CONSIDER 

1. Do any of the actions carried out 
by Hubert Lyautey and/or 
subordinates operating under his 
orders in his capacity as a military 

15“Colonization of Morocco”, 
https://colonizationofmorocco.weebly.com
/.   
16A History of Modern Morocco, Miller, 93.  
17Ibid, 118.   
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commander of a French 
subdivision in Morocco between 
1903 to 1907 constitute a 
violation(s) of Article VIII bis of 
the Rome Statute, specifically by 
fulfilling the burden set forth for 
the Crime of Aggression?  

2. If yes to (1), did Hubert Lyautey, 
as commander of a military 
subdivision, possess the 
knowledge that these actions 
violated Article VIII of the Rome 
Statute? (Presuming the Statute 
existed at the time).  

3. If yes to (2), did Hubert Lyautey, 
in his capacity as commander of 
a military subdivision, fail to take 
reasonable steps to cease that 
violation of Article VIII bis? 
Could Lyautey have plausibly 
intervened, or was he obligated 
to follow supervising orders?  

-- 
1. Do any of the actions carried out 

by Lyautey and/or any 
subordinates operating under his 
orders in his capacity as 
Resident-General of the 
Protectorate of Morocco 
between April 28, 1912 to 
August 1925 constitute a 
violation(s) of Article VIII bis of 
the Rome Statute, specifically by 
fulfilling the burden set forth for 
the Crime of Aggression?  

2. If yes to (1), did Hubert Lyautey, 
in his capacity as Resident-
General of the Protectorate of 
Morocco, possess knowledge 
that these actions violated Article 
VIII of the Rome Statute? 
(Presuming the Statute existed at 
the time).  

 

 
18“The Crime of Aggression”, Coalition for 
the International Criminal Court, 

3. If yes to (2), did Hubert Lyautey, 
in his capacity as Resident-
General of the Protectorate of 
Morocco, fail to take reasonable 
steps to cease that violation of 
Article VIII of the Rome Statute? 

And, recall the crime:  
The crime of aggression means “the 
planning, preparation, initiation or 
execution, by a person in a position 
effectively to exercise control over or to direct 
the political or military action of a State, of 
an act of aggression which, by its character, 
gravity and scale, constitutes a manifest 
violation of the Charter of the United 
Nations.”18 
     Essentially, was Hubert Lyautey 
unduly aggressive in his campaign to 
gain control of Morocco? This Court 
accepts a wide interpretation of 
“aggression”. Article VIII(2) of the 
Rome Statute states that aggression 
“means the use of armed force by a 
State against the sovereignty...of 
another State.” Any political 
decisions made by Hubert Lyautey 
once he became Resident-General 
would be extension(s) of the crime of 
aggression, presuming the Court first 
rules that his initial use of force 
constituted aggression. This 
extrapolation also applies to policies 
that may not have directly stipulated 
the use of force but instead destroyed 
Morocco’s political or cultural 
sovereignty.   

 

http://coalitionfortheicc.org/explore/icc-
crimes/crime-aggression.   

CASE B: OTP v. 
Henry Kissinger, et 

al. 
under war crimes 
for acts committed 

between the years 1968-
72 

 
 
The OTP submits the following case 
for consideration:   
     Henry Kissinger is one of the 
best-recognized diplomats of the 
20th century. His most formative 
positions include serving as National 
Security Adviser and Secretary of 
State for U.S. President Richard 
Nixon, and continuing as Secretary 
of State under President Gerald 
Ford. Kissinger filled these roles 
between 1969 and 1977. The 
German-born diplomat was a 
prominent exponent of realpolitik, the 
view that pragmatism should 
supercede principle-based decision-
making in foreign relations. He 
extended that philosophy to dozens 
of cases worldwide, playing decisive 
roles in China (“the opening of 
China”), Vietnam (jointly receiving 
the 1973 Nobel Peace Prize for 
negotiating U.S. withdrawal), and the 
Middle East (including the 1973 
Yom Kippur War). The case for 
which Kissinger is brought to the 
Court today, however, is for his 
debated role in the Bangladesh War 
and the 1971 Bangladesh genocide.  
     The 1971 conflict can be traced to 
British intervention in South Asia. In 
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the 1700s, the British East India 
Company gained control of the 
Bengal region of India. Following a 
rebellion in 1858, the Company’s 
control was dissolved in favor of 
direct administration by the British 
crown. In 1947, the British divided 
British India into two dominions, 
Pakistan and India, in anticipation of 
its departure from the region. 
Districts were split based on whether 
they contained a  majority-Hindu or 
majority-Muslim population. The 
thinking went that the majority-
Hindu areas “belonged” to India, 
while a newly-formed Pakistan 
should lay claim to majority-Muslim 
areas. This partition, as it would 
infamously come to be known, 
carried enormous consequences.  
     The colonial administrators who 
partitioned British India believed in 
the “two nation” theory, which was the 
idea that Muslims in the Indian 
subcontinent identified with their 
religion more than their language or 
ethnicity. As such, two nation theory 
argued that Indian Hindus and 
Muslims should be separated into 
two nations. The arbitrary lines 
drawn on the map by the British 
partition, separating India and 
Pakistan, precipitated a massive 
refugee crisis, with some ten to 
twelve million people displaced for 
residing in a place that supposedly 
did not “belong” to their religion.19 
Tensions became especially acute in 
the provinces of Punjab and Bengal, 
where Muslims, Hindus, and Punjabi 

 

 
19“Why Pakistan and India remain in denial 
70 years on from partition,” Yasmin Khan, 
The Guardian, August 2017, 
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017
/aug/05/partition-70-years-on-india-
pakistan-denial.   

Sikhs had previously coexisted for 
centuries.20  
     Following partition, Pakistan 
became an independent nation on 
August 14, 1947, and India gained 
independence the following day. 
Pakistan included two discrete areas 
separated by India, West Pakistan 
(modern-day Pakistan) and East 
Pakistan (modern-day Bangladesh). 
East Pakistan contained over half of 
Pakistan’s overall population and 
held significantly more of the seats in 
the National Assembly, but West 
Pakistan became politically dominant 
and reluctant to relinquish its 
control.  
     Following the independence of 
the two nations, the U.S. fostered 
close ties with the Pakistani 
government. Pakistan was staunchly 
anti-Communist and pro-U.S. 
interests.21 In contrast, India’s policy 
of nonalignment in the Cold War 
(essentially a position of neutrality 
regarding allegiance to the Soviet 
Union or the United States) 
frustrated American policymakers.22 
In the period between the 
administrations of Eisenhower and 
Nixon, the U.S. gifted Pakistan 
upwards of $2 billion of military 
equipment.23 
     In 1969 and 1970, Kissinger also 
gained outsized influence in the 
Nixon White House. As Professor 
Gary Bass notes, even in his starting 
position as National Security 
Adviser, Kissinger enjoyed the 
President’s ear more than almost any 
of Kissinger’s supervisors. 24 

20Ibid.   
21Ibid, 3.   
22The Blood Telegram: Nixon, Kissinger, and a 
Forgotten Genocide, Gary Bass, Vintage Books 
(2013), 3-4.   
23Ibid, 4.   

Kissinger, as an emissary for Nixon, 
curried favor with Yahya Khan, 
President of Pakistan from 1969 to 
1971.  
     In the 1960’s, slightly over a 
decade since partition, Bengali 
politicians in East Pakistan began 
voicing demands for self-
determination from West Pakistan. 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman (called 
Mujib) released the 6-points 
demands, a thesis which called for 
greater autonomy for East Pakistan. 
Mujib and his allies formed the 
Awami League, a “popular 
mainstream Bengali nationalist 
party.”25 In Pakistan’s 1970 election, 
the Awami League performed 
surprisingly well. The party won 
enough seats to form a majority and 
thus form its own government in the 
National Assembly. Yahya, however, 
refused to cede power to Mujib, 
ultimately arresting him in March 
1971. West Pakistani politicians 
realized that the Awami League’s 
electoral success would remove them 
from power. They frantically planned 
a military crackdown on East 
Pakistan to stop that transition of 
power from ever happening. The 
resultant campaign became one of 
the worst human rights calamities of 
the 20th century, as the Pakistani 
army killed hundreds of thousands.  
     Kissinger (and Nixon) were 
certainly aware of developments in 
South Asia, but awareness alone does 
not complicity make. In October 
1970, the two officials resumed the 
sale of weapons to the Pakistani 

24Ibid, 11.   
25Ibid, 24.  
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government, despite the fact that the 
U.S. had officially established an 
arms embargo upon both India and 
Pakistan in response to unrest in 
1965. 26  These weapons would be 
used to slaughter innocent men, 
women, and children. Over the 
course of the next eight months, U.S. 
personnel on the ground in East 
Pakistan told Washington that 
unwarranted and undiscerning killing 
was taking place. On March 27, 1971, 
Archer Blood, the ranking U.S. 
diplomat in Southeast Asia, believed 
he was witnessing a “selective 
genocide.” In response to the 
violence he was witnessing, on April 
6, 1971, Blood sent the now 
infamous “Blood Telegram,”' which 
strongly condemned the State 
Department and the White House 
for refusing to take decisive action to 
stop the genocide.27 Seeing as it was 
sent through the State Department’s 
dissent channel, both Nixon and 
Kissinger read it. Blood was 
subsequently re-assigned to the State 
Department’s personnel office and 
removed from East Pakistan.  
     Kissinger was also involved in the 
provision of military supplies to the 
Pakistani military. The Secretary of 
State lobbied for sending U.S. 
military vehicles, including M-24 
Chaffee light tanks. Pakistan 
ultimately used these during the 
genocide and in fighting India in the 
ensuing war (which Pakistan would 
lose decisively). 28  It is unclear 
whether Kissinger initially 
understood the ends to which these 

 

 
26Ibid, 12.   
27U.S. Consulate (Dacca) cable, Dissent 
from U.S. Policy toward East Pakistan, 
April 6, 1971, Source: RG 59, SN 70-73 Pol 
and Def. From: Pol Pak-U.S. To: Pol 17-1 
Pak-U.S. Box 2535.   

gifts would be put. Intelligence 
reports in early 1971, however, 
indicated that U.S.-manufacutued C-
130 airplanes were ferrying Pakistani 
troops participating in the 
genocide.29 Observes also noted the 
use of U.S.-made jet fighters, jeeps, 
and machine guns. 30  Kissinger 
permitted the sale of this equipment. 
Through numerous off-the-record 
conversations, the American 
diplomat demonstrated his 
preference for an outcome where 
Pakistan dominated the Hindus in 
East Pakistan. His reasons for doing 
so may have included long-term 
stability in the region.  
      Throughout 1971, Kissinger 
maintained that it was impossible to 
alter U.S. policy regarding the region, 
and that the genocide occurring was 
“...an internal matter of the Pakistani 
Government…”. 31  Kissinger’s 
position, however, had merit. As 
former diplomat Robert Blackwill 
has argued, it is unclear what effect 
U.S. intervention against Pakistan 
would have even had. As he notes, 
the Pakistani regime was desperate 
and emboldened, meaning 
international condemnation was 
unlikely to deter its actions. 32 
Additionally, Kissinger was juggling 
multiple fraught situations in the 
midst of the events in East Pakistan. 
Intervening decisively in Pakistan 
would have jeopardized the thawing 
of U.S. relations with China, since 
one of the channels through which 
Kissinger reached Chinese diplomats 
was via Pakistan.33 The Soviet Union, 

28Ibid, 261.   
29Ibid, 67.   
30Ibid, 68.   
31Ibid, 80.   
32“In Defense of Kissinger,” Robert 
Blackwill, January 2014, 

meanwhile, backed India in its 
invasion of West Pakistan. 
Kissinger’s breakthrough in China, in 
turn, served as a paradigm shift for 
world geopolitics. Kissinger also 
worried that the Indian invasion of 
Pakistan would bring its own 
bloodshed and suffering, warning, 
“The result would be a nation of 100 
million people dismembered…”. 34 
United States intervention may have 
contributed to the death toll.  
     It is important to remember that 
Kissinger was no direct participant in 
the bloodshed. Neither on his own 
initiative, nor under the orders of 
Nixon, did he approve the military 
intervention of his own country to 
stymie the Indian response. 
Kissinger maintained contact with 
Indira Gandhi throughout this time. 
Kissinger also made a trip to India in 
1971, where he met with top 
government leaders. Moreover, as 
the genocide raged in East Pakistan, 
the threat of famine also became 
increasingly dire. In response, 
Kissinger coordinated the donation 
of nearly $10 million worth of 
foodstuffs and $3 million worth of 
vehicles for its transportation, all sent 
to Pakistan to feed those in East 
Pakistan.35  These efforts staved off 
mass-starvation in the region.  

After regrouping from the initial 
shock of the genocide, which sent 
thousands of Hindus flooding into 
its eastern provinces, India launched 
a successful counter-offensive 
against Pakistan. India’s military 
triumph over Pakistan brought an 

https://nationalinterest.org/article/defense
-kissinger-9642.   
33Ibid.   
34Ibid.   
35Ibid, 245.   
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end to the killing. Whether Kissinger 
abetted the genocide is in contest. 
His support for Yahya’s government 
was balanced with the very 
demanding constraints of his job.  

 

CHARGES 

     The Office of the Prosecutor 
submits the prosecution of Henry 
Kissinger in his capacities as National 
Security Adviser between 1969-1975 
and Secretary of State between 1973-
1977 for the commision of War 
Crimes as defined under Article VIII 
of the Rome Statute, for his decision-
making regarding the Pakistani 
invasion of East Pakistan in 1971.   

 

CONSIDER 

1. Do any of the actions carried out 
by Henry Kissinger and/or 
subordinates operating under his 
orders in his respective capacities 
as National Security Adviser and 
Secretary of State between the 
years of 1968-1972 constitute a 
violation(s) of Article VIII of the 
Rome Statute, specifically by 
fulfilling the burden set forth for 
War Crimes?  

2. If yes to (1), did Henry Kissinger, 
in his respective capacities as 
National Security Adviser and 
Secretary of State, have access to 
knowledge that these actions 
violated Article VIII of the Rome 
Statute? (Presuming the Statute 
existed at the time).  

3. If yes to (2), did Henry Kissinger, 
in his respective capacities as 

 

 
36“Rwanda”, CIA World Factbook, 
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/t
he-world-factbook/geos/rw.html.    
37“The Heart of the Hutu-Tutsi Conflict”, 
PBS NewsHour, Oct 1999, 

National Security Adviser and 
Secretary of State, fail to take 
reasonable steps to cease that 
violation(s) of Article VIII of the 
Rome Statute? 

 Beneath Article VIII, there are 
several prongs under the charge of 
war crimes that may apply to 
Kissinger. Article VIII(2)(a) sets 
forth (iii) “Willfully causing great 
suffering…” and (iv) “Extensive 
destruction and appropriation of 
property…” as both being acts that 
constitute war crimes. Article 
VIII(2)(b)(xx) further expounds on 
the use of weapons that may fulfill 
the crime, including, “Employing 
weapons, projectiles and material and 
methods of warfare which are of a 
nature to cause superfluous injury or 
unnecessary suffering…”. There are 
dozens of other acts that may qualify 
as a war crime. Note when 
constructing your cases that 
Kissinger’s actions only need to 
satisfy one of these items in order to 
be considered a war crime. 
 

CASE C: OTP v. 
Paul Kagame, et al. 
under crimes against 

humanity 
 

 
The OTP submits the following case 
for consideration:  
     The 1994 Rwandan genocide was 
one of the nadirs of the 20th century. 
In a country of only twelve million 

https://www.pbs.org/newshour/politics/a
frica-july-dec99-rwanda_10-08.   
38Ibid.   
39“The Rwandan Genocide”, United to End 
Genocide, 

people (as of 2018) and roughly the 
size of Vermont, some 500,000-
800,000 people were killed in a few 
months. 36  And although Paul 
Kagame is the man most directly 
responsible for ending the Rwandan 
genocide, it is possible that he is guily 
of additional crimes against 
humanity. Before examing Kagame’s 
role, though, a review of the buildup 
to genocide is in order.  
     The overseers of the Rwandan 
genocide capitalized upon discord 
traceable to Rwanda’s colonial 
period. In 1916, Rwanda was first 
colonized by Belgium. Two major 
ethnic groups, the Hutu and the 
Tutsi, populated Rwanda prior to 
colonization. Distinctions between 
the two peoples were ambiguous and 
loose. Both spoke the same language 
and practiced virtually identical 
customs.37 Their respective members 
intermarried and interacted on a daily 
basis. Professor George Nzongola-
Ntalaja has suggested that the 
differences were so shallow as to be 
purely economic, arguing that the 
Tutsi enjoyed “[for example,] 
proximity to the king”, while the 
Hutu were generally of lower socio-
economic status.38 Notably, the Hutu 
were the majority group, comprising 
roughly 85% of the population.39  
     Contrary to the intrinsic ethnic 
fluidity of Hutu-Tutsi identities 
described above, the Belgians 
advanced bogus racial theories in 
order to impose their own ideas of 
order onto the colony. The 
colonizers inordinately favored the 
Tutsi, promoting them to positions 

http://endgenocide.org/learn/past-
genocides/the-rwandan-genocide/.   
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of authority and prestige within the 
colonial bureaucracy, while not 
affording the same privileges to the 
Hutu. 40  Colonial administrators 
further exaggerated the gulf between 
the two groups by mandating 
separate Hutu or Tutsi identity cards, 
to be carried at all times.41  Adding 
insult to injury, the Belgians also 
barred the Hutu from receiving 
higher education, thus making them 
unable to advance socially, politically, 
or economically. These measures all 
created an unprecedented, quasi-
racial tension between the Hutu and 
Tutsi within Rwanda.  
     Upon Belgian withdrawal in 1962, 
the Hutu-Tutsi conflict spiked. The 
Hutu began denouncing the Tutsi, 
leading to sporadic attacks that 
claimed the lives of thousands and 
forced hundreds of thousands of 
Tutsi to flee, mostly to Uganda. 42 
There, Tutsi exiles formed the 
Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) in 
1987, using Uganda as a base to 
launch attacks against the Hutu 
government. In late 1990, the RPF 
began a major offensive against 
Rwandan President Juvenal 
Habyarimana, a Hutu, beginning the 
Rwandan Civil War. Paul Kagame, a 
commander-in-training, assumed 
control of the RPF in the early 
1990’s. In 1993, Habyarimana and 
Kagame’s RPF negotiated an uneasy 
peace to the Rwandan Civil War in 
Arusha, Tanzania.  
     However, a cabal of high-ranking 
Hutu extremists within 
Habyarimana’s cabinet disapproved 

 

 
40“The Heart of the Conflict”, PBS, 
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/politics/a
frica-july-dec99-rwanda_10-08.  
41Ibid.   
42Ibid.   

of the developments, fearing that the 
so-called Arusha Accords would 
deprive them of power. It is 
unknown whether they played a role 
in Habyarimana’s assassination on 
April 6, 1994, but either way, these 
extremists took advantage of the 
ensuing political turmoil and 
immediately incited violence against 
the Tutsi and moderate Hutu. For 
the extremists, these citizens, and the 
Tutsi at large, presented an existential 
threat. Killings began in hours. 
Events on the ground unfolded 
rapidly, with machetes already being 
distributed across the country and 
radio stations primed to spew anti-
Tutsi rhetoric.43 Over the next one-
hundred days, hundreds of 
thousands were massacred. 
     When the genocide commenced 
in April 1994, Kagame threatened to 
resume fighting if the killings did not 
cease. The civil war was soon 
renewed, and this time Kagame was 
able to steadily rout the Hutu 
resistance. By the end of July, the 
RPF controlled all of Rwanda, 
excluding a small zone occupied by 
the French. Kagame’s victory ended 
the genocide, which witnessed the 
single fastest rate of killing in human 
history. 44  Subsequently, Kagame 
served as Vice President of Rwanda 
from 1994 to 2000 and became 
President in 2000, a position he has 
held since.  
     Despite his decisive role in ending 
the genocide, several of Kagame’s 
policies have been subject to 
international scrutiny. Professor 

43“The Rwandan Genocide”, UtEG, 
http://endgenocide.org/learn/past-
genocides/the-rwandan-genocide/.   
44Ibid.   
45A Continent for the Taking, Howard French, 
New York, NY: Vintage Books (2004), 143.   

Howard French has even questioned 
Kagame’s role in the RPF years 
before the genocide, explaining that,  
Nothing could ever pardon the 
organizers of the 1994 genocide...yet 
it is no less true a fact that the wild 
adventuroursness of the Tutsi leader 
Paul Kagame, who mounted a 
Rwandan insurgency from bases in 
Uganda in 1990, primed a country 
that had already long been an ethnic 
powder keg for a sharp escalation in 
violence and hatred.45 
 Even so, Kagame had been 
forced from Rwanda because of his 
Tutsi heritage. For decades before 
the genocide, Tutsis faced substantial 
discrimination, including episodes of 
violence that left hundreds dead. In 
this sense, Kagame’s forays into 
Rwanda may have been more 
justified.  
     International observers have 
accused Kagame’s forces of 
retribution killings during and after 
the RPF swept to Kigali, Rwanda’s 
capital, in 1994. It is unclear whether 
Kagame played any role in these 
incidents, following the genocide. 
Since then, Kagame has avowed that 
he never supported these killings, but 
he has acknowledged that they 
occurred. 46  Once his forces took 
Kigali, the rate of killing decreased 
dramatically, and the genocide was 
stopped.  
     Following the RPF’s victory, 
thousands of Hutu also fled Rwanda, 
fearing retribution under the new 
Tutsi authorities. Many were 
amassed into refugee camps in then 

46“Paul Kagame: the mixed legacy of 
Rwanda’s strong man”, PML Daily, 
October 2017, 
http://www.pmldaily.com/investigations/n
ational-archives/2017/10/paul-kagame-the-
mixed-legacy-of-rwandas-strong-man.html.   
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Zaire (now the Democratic Republic 
of the Congo). Kagame’s RPF 
attacked these camps in 1996, with 
some experts pegging the ensuing 
death toll at 200,000. 47  Kagame 
presented Hutu refugees as agitators 
and a threat to Rwandans, even 
making a trip to Washington, D.C. in 
1996 to warn of the threat.48 Many of 
the camps did harbor the Interhamwe, 
the Hutu milita that prepetrated 
much of the Rwandan genocide. 49 
The camps were also plagued with 
horrific violence and former 
participants in the genocide may have 
been making incursions into western 
Rwanda.  
     Kagame backed two controversial 
insurrections in the DRC, sending 
soldiers and supplies to both 
attempts. In the First Congo War 
(1996-97), Kagame and his allies 
supported Laurent-Désiré Kabila to 
overthrow incumbent authoritarian 
Mobutu Sese Seko. Kabila was 
ultimately installed as president 
(leading to the country’s name 
change from Zaire to the DRC). Two 
years later, Kagame sent troops to 
fight in the Second Congo War 
(1998-2003), which sought to topple 
Kabila, who had fallen out of favor. 
In both conflicts, rebel groups 
Kagame provisioned faced 
allegations of war crimes.  
     Kagame’s domestic governance 
has been marked by relative peace 
and stability, but at the expense of 
free speech. The Rwandan president 
has amended the constitution 

 

 
47Ibid.   
48A Continent for the Taking, French, 216.   
49“In traumatic arc of a refugee camp, 
Congo’s war runs deep”, Sudarsan 
Raghavan, The Washington Post, 
November 2013, 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/
africa/in-traumatic-arc-of-a-refugee-camp-

multiple times to permit an extended 
period of rule for himself. Since an 
electoral victory in 2003, Kagame has 
rewritten laws to theoretically allow 
his presidency to continue until 
2034. 50  Kagame has also been 
accused of political repression by 
international watchdogs, including 
the suppression of dissent. Kagame’s 
detractors point to the dubious 
disappearances or imprisonment of 
some of his domestic critics. Other 
international observers, however, 
have lauded Kagame’s government 
for making Kigali an exceptionally 
clean city with a low rate of crime.  
     The case of Paul Kagame 
encompasses two additional 
connections to the ICC that are 
worth noting. First, international 
consensus to form the ICC largely 
emerged in the aftermath of the 
Rwandan Genocide (as well as the 
contemporaneous Bosnian War). 
The UN established the International 
Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda 
(ICTR) to try high-level perpetrators 
of the genocide. The successful 
implementation of the ICTR served 
as a partial model for the ICC. 
Secondly, Kagame himself has been 
a strident critic of the ICC, publicly 
stating that the Court is founded on 
a “fraud basis” because “...[it is] a 
court to try Africans, not people 
from across the world [referring to 
the fact that 10 of the ICC’s 11 open 
investigations are in Africa].”51 Some 
have posited that Rwanda’s refusal to 
endorse the ICC stems from 

congos-war-runs-
deep/2013/11/07/22de1dbe-470b-11e3-
95a9-
3f15b5618ba8_story.html?noredirect=on.   
50“Paul Kagame: the mixed legacy”, PML 
Daily, 
http://www.pmldaily.com/investigations/n

Kagame’s involvement in the 
aforementioned possible war crimes 
in the DRC.52 
 

CHARGES 

     The Office of the Prosecutor 
submits the prosecution of Paul 
Kagame in his capacities as 
Commander of the RPF between 
1991-1994, Vice President of 
Rwanda between 1996-2000, and 
President of Rwanda from 2000-
present for the commision of Crimes 
Against Humanity as defined under 
Article VII of the Rome Statute, for 
his complicity in the deaths of Hutu 
refugees and Rwandan citizens in the 
aftermath of the 1994 Rwandan 
Genocide.  
 

CONSIDER 

1. Do any of the actions carried out 
by Paul Kagame and/or 
subordinates operating under his 
orders in his respective capacities 
as Commander of the RPF or 
Vice President of Rwanda 
between the years of 1990-2000 
constitute a violation(s) of Article 
VII of the Rome Statute, 
specifically by fulfilling the 
burden set forth for Crimes 
Against Humanity?  

2. If yes to (1), did Paul Kagame, in 
his respective capacities, have 
access to knowledge that these 
actions violated Article VIII of 

ational-archives/2017/10/paul-kagame-the-
mixed-legacy-of-rwandas-strong-man.html.    
51“Rwanda and the ICC”, Lamony, 
https://africanarguments.org/2013/10/21
/rwanda-and-the-icc-playing-politics-with-
justice-by-stephen-a-lamony/.   
52Ibid. 
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the Rome Statute? (Presuming 
the Statute existed at the time). 

3. If yes to (2), did Paul Kagame, in 
his respective capacities, fail to 
take reasonable steps to cease 
that violation(s) of Article VII of 
the Rome Statute?  

 

Delegate 
Assignments  
(Who’s Who) 

 
 
The Honorable Judge Chile Eboe-
Osuji 

➢ Prosecutor, Hubert Lyautey 

➢ Defender, Henry Kissinger 

➢ Judge, Paul Kagame 
 
The Honorable Robert Fremr 

➢ Prosecutor, Hubert Lyautey  

➢ Defender, Henry Kissinger  

➢ Judge, Paul Kagame 
The Honorable Marc Perrin de 
Brichambaut 

➢ Prosecutor, Hubert Lyautey  

➢ Defender, Henry Kissinger  

➢ Judge, Paul Kagame 
The Honorable Howard Morrison 

➢ Prosecutor, Hubert Lyautey  

➢ Defender, Henry Kissinger  

➢ Judge, Paul Kagame 
The Honorable Olga Herrera-
Carbuccia 

➢ Prosecutor, Hubert Lyautey  

➢ Defender, Henry Kissinger  

➢ Judge, Paul Kagame 
The Honorable Geoffrey 
Henderson 

➢ Prosecutor, Hubert Lyautey  

➢ Defender, Henry Kissinger  

➢ Judge, Paul Kagame 
The Honorable Piotr Hofmański 

➢ Prosecutor, Henry Kissinger  

➢ Defender, Paul Kagame  

➢ Judge, Hubert Lyautey 
The Honorable Antoine Kesia-
Mbe Mindua 

➢ Prosecutor, Henry Kissinger  

➢ Defender, Paul Kagame  

➢ Judge, Hubert Lyautey 
The Honorable Bertram Schmitt 

➢ Prosecutor, Henry Kissinger  

➢ Defender, Paul Kagame | 

➢ Judge, Hubert Lyautey 
The Honorable Péter Kovács 

➢ Prosecutor, Henry Kissinger  

➢ Defender, Paul Kagame  

➢ Judge, Hubert Lyautey 
The Honorable Chang-ho Chung 

➢ Prosecutor, Henry Kissinger  

➢ Defender, Paul Kagame  

➢ Judge, Hubert Lyautey 
The Honorable Raul Cano 
Pangalangan 

➢ Prosecutor, Henry Kissinger  

➢ Defender, Paul Kagame  

➢ Judge, Hubert Lyautey 
The Honorable Luz del Carmen 
Ibáñez Carranza   

➢ Prosecutor, Paul Kagame  

➢ Defender, Hubert Lyautey  

➢ Judge, Henry Kissinger 
The Honorable Solomy Balungi 
Bossa 

➢ Prosecutor, Paul Kagame  

➢ Defender, Hubert Lyautey  

➢ Judge, Henry Kissinger 
The Honorable Tomoko Akane 

➢ Prosecutor, Paul Kagame  

➢ Defender, Hubert Lyautey  

➢ Judge, Henry Kissinger 
The Honorable Reine Alapini-
Gansou 

➢ Prosecutor, Paul Kagame  

➢ Defender, Hubert Lyautey  

➢ Judge, Henry Kissinger 
The Honorable Kimberly Prost 

➢ Prosecutor, Paul Kagame  

➢ Defender, Hubert Lyautey  

➢ Judge, Henry Kissinger 
The Honorable Rosario Salvatore 
Aitala  

➢ Prosecutor, Paul Kagame  

➢ Defender, Hubert Lyautey  

➢ Judge, Henry Kissinger 
 

Timeline of 
Proceedings 

 
 
Determination of Order of 
Prosecutions 
Round Robin or Moderated Caucus 
– 18 minutes 

 

FIRST TRIAL 

Pre-Trial Evidence Review 
Role Division, Evidence Review, 
Witness Selection, Trial Preparations   
 – 45 minutes 
Opening Statements 
Prosecutor’s Opening Statement  
 – 10 Minutes 
Judges’ Questions – 5 Minutes 
Defendants’ Opening Statement  
 – 10 Minutes 
Judges’ Questions – 5 Minutes 
Prosecution’s Witnesses 
Witness One, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness One, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Two, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Two, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Three, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
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Witness Three, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Four, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Four, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Five, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Five, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
 
Defendant’s Witnesses 
Witness One, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness One, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Two, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Two, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Three, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Three, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Four, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Four, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Five, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Five, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Closing Statements 
Prosecutor’s Closing Statement  
 – 20 Minutes 
Judges’ Questions – 10 Minutes 
Defendant’s Closing Statement  
 – 20 Minutes 
Judges’ Questions – 10 Minutes 
Deliberation 
Judges’ Deliberation – 5 Minutes 

 

SECOND TRIAL 

Pre-Trial Evidence Review 
Role Division, Evidence Review, 
Witness Selection, Trial Preparations  
 – 45 minutes 

Opening Statements 
Prosecutor’s Opening Statement  
 – 10 Minutes 
Judges’ Questions – 5 Minutes 
Defendants’ Opening Statement – 10 
Minutes 
Judges’ Questions – 5 Minutes 
Prosecution’s Witnesses 
Witness One, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness One, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Two, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Two, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Three, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Three, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Four, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Four, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Five, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Five, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Defendant’s Witnesses 
Witness One, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness One, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Two, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Two, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Three, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Three, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Four, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Four, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Five, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Five, Cross Examination  

 – 10 Minutes 
Closing Statements 
Prosecutor’s Closing Statement  
 – 20 Minutes 
Judges’ Questions – 10 Minutes 
Defendant’s Closing Statement  
 – 20 Minutes 
Judges’ Questions – 10 Minutes 
Deliberation 
Judges’ Deliberation – 5 Minutes 

THIRD TRIAL 

Pre-Trial Evidence Review 
Role Division, Evidence Review, 
Witness Selection, Trial Preparations  
 – 45 minutes 
Opening Statements 
Prosecutor’s Opening Statement  
 – 10 Minutes 
Judges’ Questions – 5 Minutes 
Defendants’ Opening Statement – 10 
Minutes 
Judges’ Questions – 5 Minutes 
Prosecution’s Witnesses 
Witness One, Direct Examination – 
Witness One, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness One, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Two, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Two, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Three, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Three, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Four, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Four, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Five, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Five, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Defendant’s Witnesses 
Witness One, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
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Witness One, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Two, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Two, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Three, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Three, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Four, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Four, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Five, Direct Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Witness Five, Cross Examination  
 – 10 Minutes 
Closing Statements 
Prosecutor’s Closing Statement  
 – 20 Minutes 
Judges’ Questions – 10 Minutes 
Defendant’s Closing Statement  
 – 20 Minutes 
Judges’ Questions – 10 Minutes 
Deliberation 
Judges’ Deliberation – 5 Minutes 
 

NOTE ON INTRODUCING 

EVIDENCE 

     As part of witness examinations, 
the witness’ and opposing counsel 
may introduce pieces of evidence 
that benefit their case-in-chief or 
weaken that of their opponents. 
Examples of evidence include 
documents, images, and videos. In 
previous iterations of the Court, the 
Prosecution and Defense have 
introduced between one and six 
pieces of evidence per side per trial. 
Please identify and collect evidence 
intended for use in proceedings prior 
to the start of the Court’s first trial. 
 

NOTE ON QUESTIONING 

WITNESSES 

     During witness examinations, 
opposing counsel (counsel not 
presently asking questions) is 
permitted to make objections to a 
line of questioning on the grounds 
that the testimony being elicited has 
no place in the Court’s proceedings. 
Mastery of rules of procedure, while 
welcomed, is not required for an 
outstanding performance in 
committee or awards consideration. 

PROCEDURE 

Opposing counsel: Objection, your 
Honor: [insert name of objection]. 

Chair: Counsel? 

Directing counsel: Your Honor, this 
line of question is not [insert name of 
objection] as [provide explanation]. 

Chair: How do you respond? 

Opposing counsel: [provide 
explanation]. 
The Chair will subsequently provide 
a ruling on the matter. If the Chair 
overrules an objection, directing 
counsel may ask the question one 
again, and opposing counsel may not 
object to that question. If the Chair 
sustains and objection, directing 
counsel may rephrase their query in a 
manner which is not objectionable; 
otherwise, directing counsel must 
move on. 
 

Objections 
 

 

OBJECTIONS RELATED TO 

EVIDENCE 

Improper Foundation: “Opposing 

counsel is attempting to introduce 
into the record a piece of evidence 
whose proper custodian or 

connection to the witness under 
examination has not or cannot be 
properly ascertained.” 

Prejudicial vs. Probative Value: 
“Opposing counsel is attempting to 
introduce into the record a piece of 
evidence that, when heard by the 
judges, will serve to unfairly 
prejudice, confuse, mislead, delay, or 
circumvent the decision-making 
process of the judges.” 
 

OBJECTIONS UNRELATED 

TO EVIDENCE 

Beyond the Scope of the Witness’s 
Knowledge: “Opposing counsel is 
asking the witness to testify to events 
or happenings that the witness could 
not have reasonably known about.” 

Asked and Answered: “Opposing 
counsel is asking the witness to 
answer a question that the witness 
has already answered.” 

Hearsay: “Opposing counsel is 
asking the witness to testify to 
statements made by other individuals 
not in court today.” 

Exception: Witnesses will be allowed 
to testify to statements made by the 
individual who is being prosecuted. 

Opposing Counsel is Badgering the 
Witness: “Opposing counsel is not 
allowing the witness to fully explain 
their answers.” 

Speculation: “The witness is 
testifying, or being asked to testify, to 
conclusions that cannot be 
reasonably reached under their level 
of education or experience.” 
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