
Chapter 3 

Case Study – Rwanda 
 

Located in the Great Lakes region in Africa (see maps 3.1 and 3.2), Rwanda is the 
most densely populated country in the continent and is landlocked with few national 
resources and minimal industry. Forerunners of the people who are now known as 
Hutu and Tutsi settled the region over a period of two thousand years. They developed 
a single and highly sophisticated language, crafted a common set of religious and 
philosophical beliefs, and created a culture which valued song, dance, poetry, and 
rhetoric.1 Rwanda and the neighboring Burundi were under the same state authority 
until 1962, when Belgians ended their colonial ruling. 

 

Map 3.1 The Great Lakes Region 

 
Source: Department of Peacekeeping Operations, United Nations, Map No. 3921 Rev. 2 (January 2004) 
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1 Human Rights Watch (HRW) and Fédération Internationale des Ligues des Droites de l’Homme 
(FIDH), Leave None to Tell the Story: Genocide in Rwanda (New York: HRW, 1999), p. 31. 



Map 3.2 Rwanda 

 

Source: Department of Peacekeeping Operations, United Nations, Map No. 3717 Rev. 9 (January 2004) 

 
Rwandans take history seriously. Hutu who killed Tutsi in 1994 did so for many 

reasons, but beneath the individual motivations lay a common fear rooted in firmly 
held but mistaken ideas of the Rwandan past.2 Organizers of the genocide, who had 
themselves grown up with these distortions of history, skillfully exploited 
misconceptions about who the Tutsi were, where they had come from, and what they 
had done in the past. They fueled the fear and hatred that made genocide imaginable. 
Foreign policymakers, mainly those in France, Belgium, the United States as well as 
the United Nations, were all aware of the preparation of the massive killing but failed 
to take action needed to prevent it.3  

In this chapter, the Rwandan genocide that took place in 1994 and the UN efforts 
in resolving the conflict are under examination. The first part covers the historical 
background of the genocide. There is no need to include the very details since they are 
already been presented elsewhere, but only some important points about the social 
structure that contributed by the colonists and that have made the atrocity possible are 
                                                 
2 HRW/FIDH, Leave None to Tell the Story, p. 31. 
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3 HRW/FIDH, Leave None to Tell the Story, pp. 16-20. 
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highlighted. The second part discusses the efforts of the UN, including that of those 
member states which were the most influential regarding the case. The discussion 
examines the documents of the UN around the period, including the resolutions 
adopted by the Security Council, the reports of the UN mission heads and the 
Secretary-General, the meeting records of the bodies above, and others such as 
statements of the President of the Security Council and documents of the Commission 
of Human Rights and its staff. By doing so, the discussion tries to rebuild the 
international atmosphere at the time and thus to clarify the international attitude 
toward the genocide that cost hundreds of thousands of lives.4 In assessing the 
intervention finally took place, this chapter uses mainly three criteria: the 
determination of the situation as a threat to international peace, the willingness of the 
member states to address the issue honestly, and the capability of the UN system to 
resolve the problem. To summarize the case, this chapter argues that the UN did not 
make much effort in saving Rwandans’ lives, but rather concerning more about the 
safety of the UN, both its peacekeepers and its reputation.  

 

3.1 Rwanda: A Brief Background 

The catastrophe that engulfed the Great Lack area in 1994 arose out of a long 
history of tension fueled by class struggle between the minority Tutsi population and 
the majority Hutus that has existed since Rwandan independence.5 Tens of thousands 
Tutsi victims were killed in the violence took place in 1963, 1966, and 1973. The 
massacres beginning in April 1994, nonetheless, completely overshadowed these 
previous events.6 Any detailed examination of the Rwandan situation is not necessary 
here; some critical structural features of the conflict must nonetheless be noted. First, 
Rwanda was no “artificial” colonial creation, but a political society which long 
predated colonial rule.7 The main ethnic groups, Hutu and Tutsi (along with an 

 
4 No precise number of deaths can be determined. Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali claimed 
that it could be a million, and estimations from various resources range from 200,000 to 800,000. See 
Byron N. Tzou, “The UN and Human Rights: The Punishment For Crime of Genocide and Other 
Crimes in Rwanda,” Issue and Studies 37(11): 19. This research adopts the number of 800,000, which 
follows the number estimated in The Independent Inquiry into the actions of the UN during the 1994 
genocide in Rwanda. See UN Doc. S/1999/1257 (16 December 1999), p. 4. 
5 Michael Wiener and Nitza Nachmias, “To Save One Life is to Save the World: The Israeli Operation 
in Rwanda,” in Eric A. Belgrad and Nitza Nachmias, eds., The Politics of International Humanitarian 
Aid Operations (Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood, 1997), pp. 90-91. 
6 ICISS (International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty), The Responsibility to 
Protect: Research, Bibliography, Background: Supplementary Volume to the Report of the International 
Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (Ottawa: International Development Research 
Centre, 2001), p. 97. 
7 Christopher Clapham, “Rwanda: The Perils of Peacemaking,” Journal of Peace Research 35 (March 
1998): 197. 
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additional group of small number of Twa, around 1% of the population), formed the 
Rwandan population. The word “Tutsi,” which originally described the status of an 
individual—a person rich in cattle—became the term that referred to the elite group as 
a whole, and the word “Hutu”—meaning originally a subordinate or follower of a 
more powerful person—came to refer to the mass of the ordinary people.8 With the 
increase in intermarriages in recent decades, it had become difficult to distinct a 
person’s group affiliation simply by looking at him or her.  

Secondly, the discrimination between Hutu and Tutsi was contributed by 
European colonialism, which hardened the distinction between the two ethnicities by 
decreeing that Tutsi alone should be officials. In 1920s, the Belgians systematically 
removed Hutu from position of power and excluded them from high education, which 
was meant mostly as preparation for careers in the administration.9 By imposing a 
Tutsi monopoly of power, the Belgians assured the Tutsi superiority not only for the 
1920s and 1930s but also for the next generation, and thus fueled the conflict in 
Rwanda. The Tutsi welcomed the ideas of their superiority, which coincided with their 
own beliefs. They started to provide data to the European clergy and academics who 
produced the first written histories of Rwanda. This resulted in a sophisticated and 
convincing but distorted history that simultaneously served Tutsi interests and validate 
European assumptions.10 The polished history stood unchallenged until the 1960s, 
when a Hutu uprising swept the monarchy from power, aided by the Belgians who 
switched sides to support the majority of Hutu. The Tutsi who were then driven into 
exile retained a powerful sense of Rwandan identity and eventually induced the 
formation in the neighboring Uganda of the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), which 
demanded the right to return.11  

The new republican government established in 1967 after independence continued 
labeling all Rwandans as Hutu, Tutsi, or Twa, but the identity cards which had once 
served to guarantee privilege to Tutsi now served as a means to discriminate against 
them.12  President Juvénal Habyarimana, who took power in 1973, was initially 
relatively moderate. Tutsi were systematically discriminated against in public life, but 
were left undisturbed for the most other parts. The regime was nonetheless totalitarian: 
all Rwandans had their ethnic group and place of residence inscribed on their identity 
cards, and could not even change residence without permission; uniquely in tropical 

 
8 HRW/FIDH, Leave None to Tell the Story, p. 32. 
9 HRW/FIDH, Leave None to Tell the Story, p. 35. 
10 HRW/FIDH, Leave None to Tell the Story, p. 36. 
11 Wm. Cyrus Reed, “Exile, Reform and the Rise of the Rwandan Patriotic Front,” Journal of Modern 
African Studies 34 (3): 479-501. 
12 HRW/FIDH, Leave None to Tell the Story, p. 40. 
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Africa, Rwanda’s dense population and hierarchical social structure meant that such 
regulations could be (and were) enforced.13 Under this circumstances, the regime was 
inevitable under threat, partly from the normal processes of political decay in any 
single-party dictatorship, partly from factionalism among groups surrounding the 
president, partly from economic crisis that caused by fluctuations in the price of 
coffee, and most of all, from the RPF which invaded Rwanda in October 1990.14  

The attack by the RPF offered the president the opportunity to rebuild his eroding 
power by rallying Rwandans against “the enemy.” In response to the news, 
Habyarimana decided to pursue a strategy, which is to sacrifice the Tutsis in hopes of 
uniting all Hutu behind him.15 The RPF was then used by the propaganda of the Hutu 
extremists to warn that the Tutsis were going to exterminate the Hutus and thus to 
mobilize the Hutus to confront the largely (though not exclusively) Tutsi RPF.16 
Although the attack by the RPF in 1990 pressured the generation of the power-sharing 
Arusha Peace Accords17 of August 1993, the peace agreement was never effectively 
implemented. Tensions between Hutu and Tutsi increased sharply following the 
assassination of the President of Burundi, Melchior Ndadaye, a Hutu, in October 1993, 
which resulted in mass killings of Tutsi in Burundi, and then mass killings of Hutu. 
The subsequent death of Presidnet Habyarimana and President Cyprien Ntaryamira of 
Burundi in an unexplained crash as their plane approached the Rwandan capital Kigali 
on 6 April 1994 was used by Hutu extremists as the occasion to seize power in 
Rwanda and to attack the Tutsi population and Hutu moderates.18  

 

3.2 UN Efforts during the Genocide 

At the time of President’s death, there were 2,500 UN peacekeepers in Rwanda as 
part of the UN Assistance Mission in Rwanda (UNAMIR) for monitoring the 
implementation of the Arusha Accords. After 10 Belgian troops were killed and 

 
13 Claphem, “Rwanda,” p. 198. 
14 Claphem, “Rwanda,” p. 198. 
15 HRW/FIDH, Leave None to Tell the Story, p. 49. 
16 HRW/FIDH, Leave None to Tell the Story, pp. 65-86 
17 The Peace Accords provide (1) a ceasefire agreement, under which each of the warring parties would 
continue to occupy the territory which it then controlled; (2) the provisions concerning human rights, 
including the repatriation and resettlement of refugees, the removal of the ethnic designation from 
identity cards, and cancellation of the amnesty for previous wrong-doing or human rights abuses; (3) 
the allocation of posts in a “broad-based transitional government;” and (4) the meager of the armies, 
which were to replace the warring armies of the government and the RPF. See Claphem, “Rwanda,” p. 
202; and Linda Melvern, Conspiracy to Murder: The Rwandan Genocide (London: Verso, 2004), pp. 
59-64. 
18 UNHCR (United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees), The State of the World’s Refugees 2000: 
Fifty Years of Humanitarian Actions (New York: Oxford University Press), p. 245. 
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mutilated on April 7, Belgian government expressed its intention to withdraw its 440 
troops from the UNAMIR. Since the Belgian troops constituted a large number of the 
UNAMIR, the Belgian withdrawal would make the mission untenable. The UN thus 
adopted the advice from the Secretary-General to adjust the mandate of UNAMIR to a 
size of 270 staffs to bring about a ceasefire.19 However, the withdrawing of the troops 
sent a message to the local killers that the UN was about to leave the place running its 
own course, and there would be little international resolve standing in their way.  

 

Recognizing genocide (April 21 – May 31, 1994) 

The remaining troops did deter some abuses, but they were not powerful enough 
to stop or slow the slaughter. From April to July 1994, estimated 800,000 Tutsis and 
moderate Hutus were killed by Hutu extremists. In fact, the Security Council actually 
started to debate the possibility of an intervention force after highly embarrassed by 
that its only answer to the bloodshed was a reduction of UNAMIR.20 Despite the 
promise by about 50 countries to offer troops, there was little genuine willingness to 
intervene. By mid-May, the Secretary-General proposed a plan calling for 5,500 
troops to be deployed in Kigali under an expanded UNAMIR mandate to provide 
security for humanitarian aid workers and to establish protection for displaced persons 
and refugees near concentration camps.21  

The disagreement occurred over how quickly and where the new force should be 
deployed, and the US opposed the plan, arguing that the deployment required the 
consent of the warring parties. 22  The Organization of African Unity (OAU) 
condemned the reluctance of the Western countries, and accused the UN of applying 
different standards in Africa than in Europe. By late May, the Secretary-General 
concluded in his report that the early UN reports systematically underestimated the 
scale of the conflict. He estimated that between 250,000 to 500,000 Rwandans had 
already been killed, and stated that “The magnitude of the human calamity that 

 
19 UN Doc. S/RES /912 (21 April 1994). The resolution was adopted based on the report submitted one 
day before by the Secretary-General with options proposed to either retain the UNAMIR at a reduced 
strength without the Belgian contingent or to withdraw the bulk of UNAMIR, leaving only a few staff 
in Kigali to act as intermediaries for political negotiations. Special Report of the Secretary-General on 
the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda, UN Doc. S/1994/470 (20 April 1994). 
20 Michael N. Barnett, “The UN Security Council, Indifference, and Genocide in Rwanda,” Cultural 
Anthropology 12 (November 1997): 560. 
21 Report of the Secretary-General on the Situation in Rwanda, UN Doc. S/1994/565 (13 May 1994). 
22 The US stated: “the parties must consent to unimpeded United Nations operations providing 
humanitarian assistance… If the parties can demonstrate their willingness and ability to meet these 
simple but vital requirements for an effective United Nations peacekeeping operation, then the 
international community will be willing and able to help.” UN Doc. S/PV.3377 (16 May 1994), p. 13. 
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engulfed Rwanda might be unimaginable but for its having transpired. On the basis of 
the evidence that has emerged, there can be little doubt that it constitutes genocide.”23 
However, governments still avoided the term “genocide” after Secretary-General’s 
report, as it would have made their policies of inaction untenable in light of the 1948 
Genocide Convention.24 Until June 8 that the Security Council noted in Resolution 
925 that “with the gravest concern the reports indicating that acts of genocide have 
occurred in Rwanda.”25 This resolution was intended to speed up the deployment of 
the expanded UNAMIR, but the Secretary-General estimated that troops would be 
able to undertake its full mandate in another three months.26  

 

Security Council Resolution 929 (June 1 – July 4, 1994) 

In the report of the Secretary-General submitted on 20 June, Boutros 
Boutros-Ghali recommended the Security Council to consider the offer of France to 
undertake a French-commanded multinational operation in conjunction with other 
member states to assure the security and protection of displaced persons and civilians 
at risk in Rwanda.27 The willingness of France to take the lead in such an intervention 
was nevertheless met by other states with some misgivings since France had played a 
major role in arming and training the Hutu-dominated Rwandan government forces, 
which were responsible for many of the killings in Rwanda.28 Even the Tutsi rebels 
immediately declared opposition to any intervention by France.29  

Notwithstanding the unenthusiastic attitudes of the member states toward France’s 
proposed intervention, the Security Council set aside the concerns and reluctantly 
approved what was its only real option, by a vote of ten in favor and five abstentions 
(Brazil, China, New Zealand, Nigeria, and Pakistan),30 revealing the deep divisions 

 
23 Report of the Secretary-General on the Situation in Rwanda, UN Doc. S/1994/640 (31 May 1994), 
para. 36. 
24 Fernando R Tesón, Humanitarian Intervention: An Inquiry into Law and Morality (Dobbs Ferry: 
Transnational Publishers, 1997), p. 260; and Philip Gourevitch, We Wish to Inform You That Tomorrow 
We Will Be Killed with Our Families: Stories from Rwanda (London: Picador, 1999), pp. 152-154.  
25 UN Doc. S/RES/925 (8 June 1994). 
26 UN Doc. S/1994/728 (20 June 1994), para. 11. 
27 UN Doc. S/1994/728 (20 June 1994), para. 12. 
28 Sean D. Murphy, Humanitarian Intervention: The United Nations in and Evolving World Order 
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1996), p. 248. 
29 The military chief of the rebel group stated: “France trained the militias and the army, and it did not 
condemn the murderers. France is clearly partial, and the return of its soldiers would only complicate 
the situation.” W. Drozdiak, “No Rescue for Rwanda,” Washington Post, 8 June 1994, A17; and S. 
Smith, “L’Armee Française Malvenue au Rwanda, Libération, 20 June 1994, p. 12. Both cited in 
Murphy, Humanitarian Intervention, p. 248. 
30 Barnett, “The UN Security Council, Indifference, and Genocide in Rwanda,” p. 561. 
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within the Security Council about this intervention. France asserted to the Security 
Council that the goal of the operation was exclusively humanitarian and the objective 
was “to rescue endangered civilians and put an end to the massacres, and to do so in 
an impartial manner.”31 Those who voted in favor of the resolution, including the 
Hutu government representative of Rwanda, saw it as necessary due to the delays 
experienced in providing sufficient support to UNAMIR, and the delegations that 
abstained voiced concern about the intervention going forward at the same time when 
UN peacekeeping forces were in Rwanda.32 New Zealand explained its abstention as 
a concern that “trying to run two separate operations in parallel with different 
command arrangements does not work and, in the long run, those whom we set out to 
save can be those who suffer.”33 Brazil asserted that the Security Council should 
avoid using its extraordinary Chapter VII powers in such cases and noted the 
difficulty in simultaneously operating peacekeeping and “peace-forcing” operations in 
the same state.34  

Under Security Council Resolution 929, which authorized the use of “all 
necessary means to achieve the humanitarian objectives” that had been established for 
UNAMIR in paragraph 4 of Resolution 925,35 Opération Turquoise was deployed. It 
is noteworthy that Resolution 929 authorized to use “all necessary means” to protect 
Rwandan civilians, but called for a “strictly humanitarian” and “impartial, neutral” 
operation that would not interfere in the fighting between the rebel and the 
government forces. Further, the resolution kept the troops under French, not UN, 
command and stated that the duration of the intervention would be limited to two 
months, ignoring the Secretary-General’s recommendation of three months. 

 
 
 

 
31 UN Doc. S/PV.3392 (22 June 1994), pp. 5-6. 
32 Murphy, Humanitarian Intervention, p. 251. 
33 UN Doc. S/PV.3392 (22 June 1994), p. 7. 
34 UN Doc. S/PV.3392 (22 June 1994), pp. 2-3. 
35 UN Doc. S/RES/929 (22 June 1994), para. 3. Paragraph 4 of Resolution 925 provides: 

 
“Reaffirms that UNAMIR, in addition to continuing to act as an intermediary between the parties in 

an attempt to secure their agreement to a cease-fire, will: 
(a) Contribute to the security and protection of displaced persons, refugees and civilians at risk in 

Rwanda, including through the establishment and maintenance, where feasible, of secure humanitarian 
areas; and  

(b)Provide security and support for the distribution of relief supplies and humanitarian relief 
operations.”  

 
  UN Doc. S/RES/925 (8 June 1994). 
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Opération Turquoise (July 5 – August 22, 1994) 

French troops started moving from Zaire into western Rwanda the next day after 
the adoption of Resolution 929. Throughout the two-month period of time of the 
deployment, French operations were limited to the western portion of Rwanda and 
were not adequate for ensuring the protection of civilians or relief operations 
throughout Rwanda. However, the only people Opération Turqoise could help were 
those who were in the least danger, such as those in large concentrations.36 The 
authorities were still killing at a fairly fast pace and the French forces were powerless 
to do anything. With insufficient numbers and transport capacities, they often had to 
stand by in medium-sized towns while the killing went on unabated in the hills a few 
kilometers away.37  

France’s efforts to assist Rwandan civilians resulted in armed conflict with the 
Tutsi rebels. On July 4, the Tutsi rebels gained control of Kigali and Rwanda’s second 
largest city, Butare. Without waiting for UN approval, France declared a safe zone in 
southwestern Rwanda, covering about one-fifth of Rwandese territory, for the 
protection of Rwandan civilians. Most of the people in the safe zone were Hutu, 
including some 250,000 refugees from parts of Rwanda controlled by the rebels. 
French government was at the time desperately trying to glorify the Turquoise 
intervention. People started to forget that the French safe zone only covered 20% of 
the country and the mechanics of Turquoise on the ground were overlooked. Rumors 
of “double genocide,” the “Hutu killing the Tutsi and the Tutsi killing the Hutu,” 
began to spread, as the Secretary-General called it. However, the international 
community nonetheless did not have much view in such scene, as Gérard Prunier 
describes: “Rwanda was too much, and compassion fatigue was beginning to set in.”38

The establishment of the safe zone led to around a quarter million Hutus, fearful 
that the advancing Tutsi rebels would take revenge on them, fled across the western 
Rwandan border into Zaire and Uganda. The human mass which had crashed on the 
shores of Lake Kivu lacked everything: food, medicines, proper latrines, shelter, and 
even clean water.39 An enormous cholera epidemic with the first cases broke out on 
20 July. Soon thereafter, the US and other countries contributed humanitarian 

 
36 Gérard Prunier, The Rwanda Crisis: History of a Genocide (New York: Columbia University Press, 
1995), p. 292. 
37 Prunier, The Rwanda Crisis, pp. 292-293. Prunier points out that the whole operation had been 
conceived as a fighting one whereas Turquoise was mostly faced with a gigantic humanitarian problem; 
thus there were too many useless armed cars and not enough logistics to support the humanitarian 
aspect of the operations. See Prunier, The Rwanda Crisis, p. 293, n. 24. 
38 Prunier, The Rwanda Crisis, p. 297. 
39 Prunier, The Rwanda Crisis, p. 302. 
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assistance to try and alleviate the suffering of an estimated 2 million refugees. By July 
29, although it was generally recognized by the international community that the 
refugee crisis could be resolved only by encouraging Rwandans that it was safe to 
return to their homes in Rwanda, France announced that it was commencing the 
withdrawal of its then-2,500 forces from the safe zone, which was to be completed by 
the two-month deadline of August 22.40

 

French withdrawal and UNAMIR II (August 23, 1994 and after) 

As the deadline approached, panic in the safe zone increased. Thousands more 
Rwandans fled from the safe zone into Zaire. Nonetheless, all French forces left 
Rwanda by August 22 and everything was “now up to the RPF”41. In the eyes of 
critics, the intervention seemed designed primarily to secure French interests, and the 
means employed were not consistent with French humanitarian justifications.42 The 
UN Secretary-General appealed to sixty countries for an international force to be sent 
to the camps in Zaire to stabilize the situation, but none responded positively except 
Zairian and Tanzanian troops. The UN supported their efforts by establishing a 
peacekeeping operation in Zaire consisting of Zairian troops charged with keeping 
order in the refugee camps—the first operation in the history of the UN in which a 
nation’s troops were used as peacekeepers on their own soil.43

The Secretary-General reported in early August that the second phase of the 
UNAMIR (UNAMIR II) had already taken action, even with limited resources.44 
However, the mission can be considered never really took off. On August 1 it still had 
fewer than 500 soldiers, far less from the requested number of 5,500. According to 
French estimates, their 2,500 elite soldiers, equipped with the best equipment 
available, saved a total of approximately 15,000 to 17,000 people.45 By contrast, the 
UNAMIR, with its barely 500 men and expanded task, poorly armed and equipped, 
protected at one time nearly twice that number. When the UNAMIR finally left in the 
spring of 1996, Major General Kagame, the new head of the state of Rwanda, 
congratulated himself on its departure, saying that the mission had never served any 

 
40 Murphy, Humanitarian Intervention, p. 253. 
41 Stated by French Minister of Defense François Léotard on 19 August in defense of their leaving. 
Libération (20-21 August 1994), cited in Prunier, The Rwanda Crisis, p. 310. 
42 Wheeler, Saving Strangers, p. 235.  
43 Murphy, Humanitarian Intervention, p. 254. 
44 Report of the Secretary-General on the Situation in Rwanda, UN Doc. S/1994/924 (3 August 1994), 
para. 21. 
45 Assemblée Nationale, Mission d’information commune, Enquête, Tome I, Rapport, p. 310; Tome II, 
Annexes, pp. 397, 525. Cited in HRW/FIDH, Leave None to Tell the Story, p. 689. 
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purpose.46

 

3.3 Assessment of the Intervention 

In retrospect of the UN action during the five months of the genocide, from April 
to August 1994, it is fair to say that the organization failed to fulfill its responsibility. 
In the big picture of the post-Somali nightmare, neither the individual member states 
nor the UN were willing to devote efforts to another open-ended adventure. It is 
evident that, first, in the legal respect, the Security Council and key member states 
deliberately narrowed the meaning of “the threat to thel peace and security” in the 
Chapter VII of the UN Charter, which is the fundamental condition for the UN to 
launch any enforcement action. Of the six resolutions adopted by the Security Council 
from early April to late June, only two were acting under Chapter VII of the Charter.  

Secondly, in the political respect, the UN and member states avoided calling what 
was happening in Rwanda “genocide” to shirk the responsibility. Before the genocide 
started, the UN Secretariat and some permanent members in the Security Council had 
received information that mass killings were being planned. However, the 
non-permanent members of the Security Council were not informed with this 
knowledge. This resulted in the miscalculation of the Security Council when making 
decision and thus led to the reduction of the on-site peacekeeping mission. Although 
the Security Council remained “actively seized of the matter” (a phrase that 
ritualistically closes nearly all Security Council resolutions) and continued to meet on 
a daily basis, it is obvious that there was no will to act, at least until late June when a 
final and the only choice initiated by France was available. Finally, in the practical 
respect, the UN was lack of resource to deploy any vigorous mission to either stop the 
massacre or restore order in the aftermath of the genocide.  

 

The narrowed interpretation of the “threat to the peace”  

The recognition of turmoil that is inside one state constitutes a threat to 
international peace and security burgeoned in the Iraqi case in 1991, set into explicit 
statement in the Somali case in 1993, but nonetheless fell back in the Rwandan case 
due to the scramble in Somalia. Following the “failures” of Somalia and Bosnia, the 
Security Council began to develop criteria for deciding whether to approve or extend 

 
46 Prunier, The Rwanda Crisis, p. 373.  
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a peacekeeping operation. These included whether (1) there was a genuine threat to 
peace and security, (2) regional or subregional organization could assist in resolving 
the situation, (3) a cease-fire existed and the parties had committed themselves to a 
peace process, (4) a clear political goal existed and was present in the proposed 
mandate, (5) a precise mandate could be formulated, and (6) the safety of UN 
personnel could be reasonably assured.47 This was an important shift in the discourse 
of peacekeeping, as officials in and around the UN took greater care to protect the 
organization’s interests, reputation, and future. The desire by UN officials and 
member states to pick winners and to avoid failures meant that the UN was as 
interested in its own security as it was in human security.48

Rwanda was the immediate practice of these criteria. During the most critical time 
of the slaughter in Rwanda the Security Council was very careful with the deployment 
of operation or giving any further mandate, even when information had shown that 
situation was getting worse and should have been controlled earlier.49 None of the 
resolutions adopted by the Security Council at the time considered the situation in 
Rwanda as “a threat to international peace.” Even in Resolution 929, which 
authorized the French-led multinational force to intervene, determined that the 
magnitude of the humanitarian crisis in Rwanda constitutes a regional threat.  

Table 3.1 features the Security Council Resolutions concerning the situation in 
Rwanda in 1993-1994. Among the six adopted between April and June 1994, two 
were adopted under Chapter VII of the Charter and determined that the situation in 
Rwanda “constitutes a threat to peace and security in the region.” One is Resolution 
918 of 17 May, adopted over one month after the start of the killing, appealing for 

 
47 Statement on the Conditions for the Deployment and Renewal of Peacekeeping Operations, 
S/PRST/1994/22 (3 May 1994). 
48 Barnett, “The UN Security Council, Indifference, and Genocide in Rwanda,” pp. 568-569. 
49 In fact, after the Arusha Agreement was signed in August 1993, there has been violence around 
Rwanda. Report from the Special Rapporteur of the Commission on Human Rights on extrajudicial, 
summary or arbitrary executions, Waly Bacre Ndiaye, determined that massacres and a plenty of other 
serious human rights violations were taking place in Rwanda. Yet his report seems to have been largely 
ignored by the key actors within the UN system. Further efforts was made by the commander of the 
UNAMIR, Major-General Roméo A. Dallaire, to bring to the attention of the Secretary-General and the 
Security Council of the condition in a draft set of Rules of Engagement for UNAMIR on 23 November 
1993 and in several telegraphs in early January 1994, requesting for stronger mandate to act, and even 
use force, in response to crimes against humanity and other abuses. But headquarters never responded 
positively. See Report of the Independent Inquiry into the actions of the United Nations during the 
1994 genocide in Rwanda, UN Doc. S/1999/1257 (16 December 1999), and also UN Commission on 
Human Rights, Report by Mr. B. W. Ndiaye, Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary 
executions, on his mission to Rwanda from 8-17 April 1993, UN Doc. E/CN.4/1994/7/Add. I (11 
August 1993). 



 
 
 

 
 

Table 3.1 Security Council Resolutions Concerning Rwanda in 1993-94 

Resolution No. Date Contents  

S/RES/812 12-Mar-93 Call for cooperation with the cease-fire, request diplomacy 

of Secretary-General, urge negotiation between government 

and the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) 

 

S/RES/846 22-Jun-93 Establish UN Observer Group Uganda-Rwanda 

(UNOMUR), urge cooperation, request report from 

Secretary-General 

 

S/RES/872 05-Oct-93 Establish UN Assistant Mission in Rwanda (UNAMIR), 

request report for Secretary-General, welcome Special 

Representative, urge cooperation 

 

S/RES/891 20-Dec-93 Extend UNOMUR  

S/RES/893 06-Jan-94 Approve deployment of UNAMIR, urge cooperation  

S/RES/909 05-Apr-94 Extend UNAMIR, urge implementation of agreement  

S/RES/912 21-Apr-94 Condemn violence, demand stop violence, adjust and reduce 

UNAMIR, call for cooperation 

 

S/RES/918 17-May-94 Enlarge UNAMIR, demand cease-fire, appeal for sanction of 

arms, establish sanction committee 

Ch7

S/RES/925 08-Jun-94 Extend and endorse deployment of UNAMIR, demand 

cooperation, commend diplomacy by Secretary-General 

 

S/RES/928 20-Jun-94 Extend and terminate UNOMUR  

S/RES/929 22-Jun-94 Authorize multinational force for humanitarian aid with all 

necessary means, call for support, demand stop violence 

Ch7

S/RES/935 01-Jul-94 Request commission of experts for investigation of 

international humanitarian law and genocide, request report 

from Secretary-General 

 

S/RES/955 08-Nov-94 Establish International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda for 

international humanitarian law and genocide, urge support 

and cooperation 

Ch7

S/RES/965 30-Nov-94 Extend and adjust UNAMIR, urge cooperation  

Sources: UN Security Council: Resolutions, http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/unsc_resolutions.html; Virgil 
Hawkins, The Silence of the UN Security Council: Conflict and Peace Enforcement in the 
1990s (Firenze, Italy: European Press Academic, 2000), Appendix II: Summary of UNSC 
Resolutions in the 1990s, pp. 226-227; Simon Chesterman, Just War or Just Peace? 
Humanitarian Intervention and International Law (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2001), Appendices, pp. 238-239; and UN Security Council: Resolutions, 
http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/unsc_resolutions.html

Note: 1. “Ch7” means the resolution was adopted under Chapter VII of the UN Charter; lines in italic 
style are the decisions acting under Chapter VII.  

2. The contents are extracted from the resolutions, and thus do not include every item 
mentioned in the respective resolutions.  

http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/unsc_resolutions.html
http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/unsc_resolutions.html
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member states to prevent the sale or supply to Rwanda of arms and related material of 
all types. The other is Resolution 929 of 22 June, which authorized France to lead the 
multinational forces. When the Security Council finally recognized what was 
happening in Rwanda as a threat, it was almost one month after the beginning of the 
slaughter and had missed the most critical time to save lives. However, although the 
intention of the recognition of the situation as a threat was to speed up the deployment 
of the newly-authorized troops, the member states’ reluctance to provide forces still 
paralyzed any somewhat vigorous mandate. Besides, when facing the atrocity, the 
Security Council was actually kept in the dark, with no accurate information about the 
scene and thus assessed the situation wrongly. 

 

Indifference in the UN 

There had been a studied effort not to acknowledge the magnitude of the 
humanitarian crisis. The UN kept ignoring the atrocity taking place in Rwanda until 
early April. After the crash of the president’s plane, the Security Council started to 
realize the seriousness of the situation in Rwanda, but, as described above, tried to 
retreat troops in the first place. Despite the Secretary-General’s report of May 1994, 
key states deliberately refrained from calling the genocide “genocide” to shield the 
responsibility invoked in the Genocide Convention.50 The Western media described 
what happened in Rwanda as genocide, but refused any responsibility of their 
governments to stop the killings. The editorials in the New York Times, for example, 
acknowledged that a genocide was taking place, but echoed with the US 
administration’s view that there were no clear political and military objectives that 
justified risking American soldiers’ lives.51

In Resolution 918, the Security Council avoided the term “genocide” even in the 
abstract, referring instead to “the killing of members of an ethnic group with the 
intention of destroying such a group in whole or in part.”52 It was not until June 8 that 
the Security Council noted “with the gravest concern the reports indicating that acts of 
genocide have occurred in Rwanda.”53 Yet ten days after the acknowledgement, the 

 
50 The US, for instance, still aching from the fiasco of its disastrous operation in Somalia during the 
previous summer, declared on 10 June 1994 after a long period of embarrassed silence: “Although there 
have been acts of genocide in Rwanda, all the murders cannot be put into that category.” See e.g. 
Prunier, The Rwanda Crisis, p. 274; and HRW/FIDH, Leave None to Tell the Story, pp. 623-625.  
51 Wheeler, Saving Strangers, pp. 238-239.  
52 UN Doc. S/RES/918 (17 May 1994) preamble. This is, of course, a part of the definition of genocide 
given in the Genocide Convention of 1948. See also the Presidential Statement of 30 April 1994, UN 
Doc. S/PRST/1994/21. 
53 UN Doc. S/RES/925 (8 June 1994) preamble. 
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UNAMIR force still consisted of only 503 troops under the command of 
Major-General Dallaire, who had remained in Rwanda throughout the crisis.54 By the 
time Opération Turquoise left Rwanda, UNAMIR only had a minimum number of 
troops to permit it to take over the areas which had been controlled by the French-led 
operation. Had the member states, especially those who share great stake in the 
Security Council, recognized earlier the situation as genocide that invoked their 
responsibility under the Genocide Convention, and had the member states which were 
requested to provide troops in the UNAMIR shown more will to do so, there could 
have been fewer killings in Rwanda.  

Interventions do not take place because states do not want them to take place.55 
The general point here is that the political will must be mobilized equally in response 
to conflicts around the world. The fact that Rwanda was not of strategic interest to 
third countries and that the international community exercised double standards when 
faced with the risk of a catastrophe there compared to action taken elsewhere 
contributed partly to the success of genocide.56 Meanwhile most staff at the UN were 
fixed on averting another failure in peacekeeping operations, even at the cost of 
Rwandan lives. To quote the US mission to the UN at the time, “genocide was 
acceptable if the alternative was to harm the future of the UN.”57

 

The lack of capability of the UN 

The French government was the only exception in the Western indifference. 
However, by intervening only in the western part of Rwanda, where the Hutu 
government forces were on the run, France initially gave the impression of favoring 
the Hutus. It is thus possible that some French leaders in fact intended to aid the Hutu 
government forces but miscalculated France’s ability to do so.58 Although it is now 
accepted that the safe zone created in southwestern Rwanda by French operation 
saved many lives regardless of their motivation and their actions prior to June 1994,59 
according to many observers, it appears that their main contribution was to save the 

 
54 Chesterman, Just War or Just Peace, p. 146. 
55 Chesterman, Just War or Just Peace, p. 231. 
56 Report of the Independent Inquiry, p. 44; Barnett, “The UN Security Council, Indifference, and 
Genocide in Rwnada,” pp. 564-565. 
57 Banett, “The UN Security Council, Indifference, and Genocide in Rwanda,” p. 561. 
58 Murphy, Humanitarian Intervention, p. 256. 
59 Chesterman, Just War or Just Peace, p. 147. 
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slaughterers from Tutsi-led retribution.60  

When looking at the indifference of the member states and the incapable of the 
UN, it is however fair to say that no action whatsoever would have been taken in 
response to the genocide had France not gone to the Council with a ready-made 
plan. 61  This reflects that the UN faces undeniable resource and management 
difficulties which have existed since the inception of the organization. A problem in 
the UN response to the situation in Rwanda was the weaknesses apparent in the 
capacity for political analysis, in particular within UNAMIR, but also at 
headquarters.62 Especially at the time when the UN was overstretched, with its biggest 
ever mission for Cambodia had just been created, several missions had just been 
expanded around the world, and its Secretariat was overburdened and the organization 
was under strictly financial embarrassment.63 Several events, such as the handling of 
the Dallaire telegraph on 11 January 1994, and the analysis of developments after the 
genocide began, show the weaknesses of the UN in intelligence gathering and 
analysis.64 At headquarters, there was not sufficient focus or institutional resources for 
early warning and risk analysis.  

 

3.4 Summary  

On November 8, 1994, the Security Council went ahead to adopt Resolution 955 
under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, which created an international tribunal seated in 
Arusha, Tanzania.65 Trial of the perpetrators lasts to date. The Secretary-General Kofi 
Annan announced in March 1999 that an independent enquiry would be set up to 
establish the facts in Rwanda during the time of genocide. The report that came out 
nine months later blamed everyone—the Secretary-General, officials in the Secretariat, 
and the member states on the Security Council—of the failure to take responsibility in 
this event.66  The Report of the International Panel of Eminent Personalities to 
Investigate the 1994 Genocide in Rwanda, created by the OAU report, drew the same 
conclusion, but identified the US, Belgium, and France as governments with the 

 
60 See e.g. Gourevitch, We Wish to Inform You, pp. 155-161, 188-189; Prunier, The Rwanda Crisis, pp. 
284-290 (discussing the decision to intervene). Cited in Chesteramn, Just War or Just Peace, p. 147. 
61 Chesterman, Just War or Just Peace, p. 181. 
62 Report of the Independent Inquiry, p. 42. 
63 Linda Melvern, “The Security Council: Behind the Scenes,” International Affairs 77 (January 2001): 
102-103. 
64 Report of the Independent Inquiry, pp. 42-43. 
65 UN Doc. S/RES/955 (8 November 1994) and S/RES/977 (22 February 1995).  
66 Report of the Independent Inquiry. 
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greatest responsibility.67 Somalia was a big impact on the UN conduct in Rwanda. 
States who had interests in the region did not reveal the information they had to avoid 
discussing about the issue; the Secretariat controlled the information flowed to the 
Security Council to allow the Council making right decision.68 The indifference of the 
Security Council, the lack of political will among the member states, and the 
incapable of the UN to realize the seriousness of the condition in Rwanda 
embarrassed the world organization that was supposed to espouse human rights 
around the globe. As the world order entered into a new phase, the world closed its 
eyes and failed to urge government to keep the promise of “Never Again,” 69  
especially in the world organization which was created to keep not only the 
international peace but also the fundamental human values.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
67 Rwanda: The Preventable Genocide, OAU Doc. IPEP/Panel (29 May 2000), at 
http://www.africa-union.org/Official_documents/reports/Report_rowanda_genocide.pdf.  
68 Melvern, “The Security Council,” p. 111. 
69 The US led the movement to build on the precedents of the Nuremberg war crimes trials, enshrine 
the "lessons" of the Holocaust, and ban genocide. It helped draft the 1948 Genocide Convention, which 
embodied the moral and popular consensus in the United States and the rest of the world that genocide 
should "never again" be perpetrated while outsiders stand idly by. See Samantha Power, “‘Never 
Again’: The World’s Most Unfulfilled Promise,” Frontline, at 
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/karadzic/genocide/neveragain.html.  

http://www.africa-union.org/Official_documents/reports/Report_rowanda_genocide.pdf
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/karadzic/genocide/neveragain.html

