Assess the international response to genocide in one of the following case studies: the Bosnian genocide; the Rwandan genocide; or genocide in Darfur


The genocide that took place in April 1994 could have been mitigated had the International Community responded particularly to the repeated requests by Lieutenant General Romeo Dallaire, appointed lead in the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR). His initial request was for the UN assistance to provide immunity for an informant followed by requests for backup as the atrocities were unfolding. An informant had claimed knowledge of arms caches that he would disclose in exchange for immunity. The UN denied this request, however, what the UN neglected to do was to assess and acknowledge the true nature of events occurring in Rwanda. UN failure to take seriously the contents of the cable is one aspect of international failure to take action in preventing what was to be one of the worst genocides in history. Culmination into the 1994 Rwandan genocide was a culmination of various factors that included race relations, colonial interventions that exacerbated the already stirrings of discontent amongst the two groups. At the point at which the genocide went full scale, Rwanda already had the presence of foreign support in the form of France. Since Belgium’s departure from Rwanda after WWII the French saw an opportunity to exploit an already French speaking nation, an opportunity to strengthen their presence in Africa.  By the 1990s France had allied with the resident Hutu government ignoring increasing build up of hate for the Tutsis amongst the Hutus. Preferring instead to pursue their political and military agenda. Some accounts appraised regarding the Rwanda genocide, and in particular the role of the International Community to take action, fail to consider the broader perspective that implicate France’s contribution the Rwanda crisis. Intriguingly, being at the heart of the genocide, they did nothing to put an end to it but chose instead to further the Hutu cause by facilitating the genocide. The papers do not account for the complexities of the breakdown and manipulation aided by the French of the Rwandan social structures. It is understood that other colonial powers are implicated in this but the extent of France’ role, particularly in the years leading up to, during and after the genocide are not incorporated into a comprehensive picture. Therefore, the perspective taken in this paper will be that of France’s role in the genocide by appraising their policies and actions in Rwanda from 1990 to 1994.
It is evident from some accounts (Prunier, 1995), that much of what took place in Rwanda between 1990 and 1994 where France was concerned, was political. France, already present since WWII, had at the time Habyarimana came to power, aligned themselves with the Hutu government. Aside of France’s involvement in Rwanda, it should be noted that relations between the Tutsi’s and the Hutu had deteriorated. In pre- colonial times, although differences existed amongst the two group they coexisted relatively peacefully. During German and later, Belgian occupation, favouring the Tutsis in positions of power caused a build of resentment amongst the Hutus, (Rohr, 2009). The situation only grew worse over time, with the Belgians having a policy of divide and conquer. They also employed scientists to determine physical differences between the tribes, which served to deepen the divide between the two groups, creating further animosity. Further enabling distinction between the Hutu and the Tutsi was the introduction of identity cards which were to become a tool for the Hutu in their campaign to wipe out the Tutsi. At the end of WWII with Rwandans demanding independence, the Belgians left Rwanda in the hands of the Hutu who decreed that as they were the majority they should be in power. Once in power the Hutu used their position of power to repress the Tutsi, exacting acts of violence against them, excluded from high positions, retaining the use of the identity cards, and creating the Hutu manifesto for “Hutuness.” The Hutu manifesto encouraged extremist activity leading to the formation of a militia group. 
By the time Habyarimana came to power Hutu extremist policies were well established and continued to receive his support albeit on the down low. To the world, Habyarimana projected peace for Rwanda but internal affairs were far from that truth. As described above the hate campaigns and violence against the Tutsis raged which resulted in hundreds of thousands of Tutsis being displaced, many fleeing to neighbouring countries, (Rohr, 2009). France, whose presence was already well established by the time of Habyarimana’s ascent into power, were well aware of the ongoing atrocities but chose to turn a blind eye. Could they have alerted the international community? Had France chosen principles over politics, by informing the international community, a closer eye could have been kept on what was happening. This would have kept them well abreast of the situation as it was unfolding making it a straightforward choice of action when full scale genocide broke out. As will be seen, France’s lack of concern is reason enough for them to be implicated for complicity in the genocide. What further implicates France is strong French military presence in Rwanda. A presence that was resisted in 1978, by the Organisation of African Unity who were against foreign military bases in Africa, (Cameron, 2015) which France chose to ignore persisting in establishing a base in Rwanda. Furthermore, rather than remaining a neutral presence, France chose to get involved in local affairs by actively supporting Habyarimana’s policy of control and restriction – control of movement alongside predominantly severely restricting the Tutsis. 
[bookmark: _Int_omhaSmV9]By the time of the genocide of April 1994, France was well entrenched with the Hutus, and if they had a momentary crisis of conscience, it was too late to change their trajectory. Worse was to come, as the killings intensified, France announced a humanitarian operation, that was seen as disastrous by the Rwandese Patriotic Front (RPF), claiming that the French were ‘simply coming to help its old allies (the Hutus),’ (Prunier, 1995, p273)   France’s decision was independent of the UN who appeared to be happy to let the French take control of the situation. Around this time, after Dallaire’s failed attempt at getting the UN to intervene, Dallaire continued to make requests that were largely ignored. First-hand account by Barnett (!997) indicates a shoddy setup in relation to Rwanda. Assigned political officer to the UN to cover Rwanda, he was the ‘expert’ on Rwanda. This was far from the truth. He in fact, knew very little being as he was a professor and it was serendipitous that he should become the expert in a country that was alien to him.  So, when Habyarimana was killed he did the best he could but from his account it would seem he was just there to tick boxes on behalf of a bureaucratic system. An indication of lack of foreign interest in Rwandan affairs. Prunier (1995, p. 274) notes how in June 1994 the US were still reluctant to get involved, still smarting from the killings of American troops in Somalia just six months previously. Another stumbling block for the international community was defining the killings in Rwanda as a genocide. Avoidance of using the term meant that the 1948 Convention did not need to be invoked. Failure of the international based on semantics is a disgrace. In any situation where murders are taking place should be a call to action.  Definitions are secondary to that.
[bookmark: _Int_xHBppMW5][bookmark: _Int_9wdFgbJR][bookmark: _Int_2gsgU5lu]Prunier (1995, p99), develops France’s behaviour in Africa through the colonial lens as seen through the eyes of the French. The French, it seems, took on a defensive attitude in trying to retain a strong presence in Africa in reaction to their fear of all things “Anglo Saxon.” A fear and hate of Britain that extends vaguely to white English speaking people. From this perspective, France’s actions in Africa can be seen as one of desperation, desperate to keep in good standing with Rwanda at all costs, losing sight of morality whilst blindly giving support to a genocidal cause without question. And if question did come into it, it was too late to back out. Too late because they were too embroiled with the Hutu. In 1975 an agreement signed between France and Rwanda placed ‘French military personnel [....] for the organisation and instruction of the Rwandese national police,’ (Cameron, 1995). Subsequent evidence has shown that France failed to adhere to the agreement but were instrumental in training Hutu extremists which was outside the bounds of their agreement. They were found to be proactive in propaganda, indoctrination and military training including direct physical assaults. They even participated in educating the soldiers of Tutsi enemies at all costs. When the RPF invaded Rwanda the French supplied arms and troops in response to the invasion. Quoted in (Cameron, 1995) ‘“in 1990 the French came with the guns and taught us how to use them. [....] went into battle with us, fighting the RPF, but it was only the French that fired the heavy guns.”’, clear evidence of French involvement in the genocide making them complicit in the Hutu campaign. Evidence also comes from Human Rights Watch who noted that the French were aware of the situation in 1990, but they did nothing. This is a country that, back in 1948 was involved in the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide. Signing up to act against the perpetrators of such acts. Yet here was France on the side of the perpetrators not only supplying arms and troops to the country but went beyond their call of duty to also supply them to the militia alongside giving them extensive training, as previously mentioned, propaganda, indoctrination and military training. Human Rights Watch (2006) were apparently aware of what France were up to yet failed to notify the international community such as the UN. Why? Found on the Human Rights Watch website in relation to Rwanda ‘Human Rights Watch staff regularly assist judicial authorities in efforts to bring to justice those guilty of genocide and other violations of international humanitarian law in Rwanda.’ In view of this statement France should be trialled for their involvement in the genocide.  Yet, it seems that France has escaped retribution. 
But France is not the only country guilty of non-action at times when it is crucial for a country to receive humanitarian aid. This is true of Rwanda. When full blown genocide was taking place in Rwanda, apathy amongst the international community was deafening. Sources cite many different reasons. There appeared to be an initial media blackout, the western world was unaware. Would humanitarian response to the genocide have been given priority had the events been all over the media?  
[bookmark: _Int_wk4uty9n][bookmark: _Int_75cbiYFt][bookmark: _Int_sFhMIkvq]As time has gone on since the genocide, France has repeatedly denied involvement until, in recent years the truth is becoming apparent through the commissioning of investigations and from personal first-hand accounts from those that were involved either as victims or perpetrators. People such as Gérard Prunier, mentioned here, who has done extensive research into the history of Rwanda and conflicts in Africa. A French national, Prunier’s book, The Rwanda Crisis, 1959-1994 History of a Genocide, gives in depth insights into French involvement in Rwanda alongside a brief period when the author was commissioned to be a part of Operation Turquoise; the post genocide humanitarian aid package. France did eventually concede an element of responsibility although somewhat muted, shying away from full admittance in the Duclert report. However, the Mucyo commission organised by Rwandan president Paul Kagame in 2004, gives a different view on French involvement. Cameron (2015) cites ‘that the French government as a collective responsible entity is accountable and criminally responsible for its failure to act to prevent or stop the Rwandan genocide.’ As such France needs to answer before the International Court of Law.
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