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PROLOGUE

On the evening of April 6, 1994, a full moon shone on Kigali Hill
across the valley from the American residence. My wife Sandra and I had
just stepped in from the front porch when we heard a huge boom followed
by a smaller explosion. Sandra, accustomed to small-arms fire and gre-
nade explosions after three months in country, exclaimed,“That was not a
grenade!”

Within minutes, the president’s cabinet director Enoch Ruhigira
called me from the airport.“They have shot down my president,” he said in
a broken voice.

“Who is they?” I asked.

“The RPF of course!” was his instant and grieving response.

We later learned that two air-to-ground missiles hit the Dassault
Falcon jet bringing President Juvénal Habyarimana back home to Kigali
from a regional summit in Dar es Salaam. Three months earlier, Habyari-
mana had been sworn in as interim president under terms of the Arusha
Accords, signed August 4, 1993, between the then Government of Rwanda
(GOR) and the insurgent Rwandese Patriotic Front (RPF)." When the
president perished with all aboard that plane, the two contending par-
ties returned to war instead of working out the arrangements of demo-
cratic governance and power sharing based on the Arusha principles. A
Hutu extremist faction grabbed the reins of government and launched a
genocide in which over eight hundred thousand victims were slaughtered
within one hundred days.

xi



Prologue

International Humanitarian Intervention in Rwanda

What was the context in which the downing of the presidential air-
craft engendered genocide? What was the role of the international com-
munity in structuring that context? This study looks at the international
humanitarian intervention in Rwanda® and asks what lessons might be
learned from the nearly four-year international effort to halt the conflict
between the Rwandan government and the Patriotic Front, and to restore
peace and security to Rwanda’s people.

From the outbreak of civil war in October 1990, regional states and intet-
national partners sought to broker a ceasefire. Once a durable ceasefire was
secured in 1992, international Observers accompanied political negotiations in
Arusha, while diplomatic missions pushed the peace process in Kigali.” After
the parties signed a peace agreement in August 1993, the United Nations Secu-
rity Council deployed a peacekeeping mission, UNAMIR, to accompany
the establishment of a transitional government with a peacekeeping force.

The international community took the signing of the Arusha Accords
as warrant of the negotiation’s success and guarantee of peace and prog-
ress for Rwanda.* But attempts to implement the accords revealed political
chasms that international mediation had not bridged. Only Habyarimana
had been sworn in as transition president; the organization of other in-
stitutions established by the accords was still in dispute. When the presi-
dent’s plane went down, the peace process blew apart in the renewal of civil
war and the launching of genocide.

What seemed a model negotiation had fallen apart in endless politi-
cal point and counterpoint. Within eight months of the peace agreement,
the international community, including the largest part of the UNAMIR
mission, was fleeing Rwanda, leaving in tatters a carefully knit humanitar-
ian intervention. What went wrong? What lessons for other humanitarian

endeavors might we learn from this well-intentioned but tragic effort?

Participant-Observer

As a diplomat of the United States government, I was a participant in

those tragic events. My own encounter with Rwanda’s political strife began

xii



Prologue

in 1973 during my first overseas posting in Kigali, Rwanda’s capital. As sec-
ond secretary at the US embassy, I witnessed, in the spring of that year, the
outbreak of ethnic violence, born out of passions stirred by the prospect
of elections in the summer. On July 5, a committee of ranking National
Guard officers, self-designated as“The Committee for Peace and National
Unity,” took power, abolished political parties, dissolved the government,
abrogated the constitution, and named the chief of staff, Major General
Juvénal Habyarimana, as chief of state.’

Before I left Kigali in August 1975 for onward posting to Bamako, Mali,
Habyarimana had installed a largely civilian government and established
the Revolutionary National Movement for Development (Mouvement
Révolutionaire Nationale pour le Développement, or MRND).® Adoption
by referendum of a new constitution in December 1978 and the election of
Habyarimana as president that same month completed the transition to a
single-party state.

Habyarimana was still in power in 1990 when exile forces, brought to-
gether in the Rwandese Patriotic Front, launched an insurgent movement
from Uganda, seeking to overthrow the regime. Distant from Rwanda by
postings in West and East Africa and at the Department of State, I was
drawn back to the region as a discussant at a State Department conference
in March 1992 that presaged a new policy toward Rwanda. Actively direct-
ing this new policy was the assistant secretary for African affairs, Ambas-
sador Herman (Hank) Cohen, who, in August 1992, asked me to delay my
next assignment and become the US Observer at the political negotiations
in Arusha, Tanzania, following the establishment of a ceasefire between
the contending parties. Although these negotiations lasted from August
5,1992, to August 5, 1993, my own engagement ended in November, when
negotiations stalled and headed into impasse.

In March 1993, President Clinton named me as his intended ambas-
sador to the Republic of Rwanda, presumably to be accredited to a transi-
tion regime as structured in the Arusha negotiations. Arriving at post in
January 1994, I found that only the president had been sworn in to his
transition position under the Arusha Accords. Three months of intensive
diplomacy thereafter could not bring the parties to establish the transi-

tional government or national assembly. When the president’s plane was
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shot down on April 6, Hutu extremists rushed to fill the power vacuum,
launching war and genocide in their quest to hold onto power.

The Rwandese Patriotic Army (RPA) vanquished government forces
and stopped genocide in four months of fighting. In the meantime, some
eight hundred thousand innocents had been brutally slaughtered as states
debated how to restore an international force within Rwanda. Having on
April 10 evacuated Americans and closed the embassy in Kigali under or-
ders from Washington, I was now asked on July 24 to establish the base
for cooperation with the new government and to oversee the launching of
a humanitarian airlift, in effect reopening the US mission. For the next
eighteen months, our embassy was engaged in providing humanitarian re-
lief, rebuilding infrastructure, promoting justice, and increasing the capaci-
ties of the new government. I passed these responsibilities to my successor,
Robert Gribbin, on January 6, 1996, and went on to West Africa as the US
ambassador to Mali.

From Memories to Documents

Memories abound, but they are often selective, sometimes inaccurate,
and always circumscribed by one’s personal experience. More reliable are
observations refined and inscribed, fixed in the official record. Upon my re-
tirement from the US Foreign Service in 1999, I was encouraged by the late
Senator Paul Simon to write about US engagement in Rwanda—policies
and actions in which he had taken a personal interest. His recommenda-
tion evolved into a proposal to the United States Institute of Peace to look
at the documentary record of international humanitarian intervention of
that period, especially the US classified documents that were accessible
to me as a former presidential appointee. Following reinstatement of my
security clearance, I began the perusal of those documents in the sum-
mer of 2002. Had I known how laborious it would be to sort through the
thousands of documents covering the period from 1990, when the RPF
invaded, to 1996, when the United Nations withdrew its peace mission, I
might never have undertaken the task. Nor did I have any idea of how slow
the process of getting critical documents declassified and available to the

public would be.
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CAUTIONS

The analysis that follows is made with a great deal of hesitancy. I am
reminded of Claude Lanzmann’s remark, when asked to describe Hitler,
that any attempt to explain Hitler is obscene because you are led, whether
you want it or not, to justification.” Similarly, to discuss state and interstate
response to genocide in Rwanda may well be seen as an attempt to explain
away failure or to diminish responsibility. Nor can one claim powerless-
ness or lack of jurisdiction. Genocide happened “on our watch”! The ob-
servation of Czeslaw Milosz, made in the context of the Holocaust, is thus
appropriate here,“There is no such thing as an innocent bystander. If you
are a bystander, you are not innocent.”

There are, as well, the issues of historiography in the African context.
Joseph Miller reminds us that “Africans have had, and have, distinctive
ways of thinking of themselves and their worlds . . . alternative casts on the
Modern Western imaginings that make up our reality. .. . A world history
that evaluates Africans only in terms of their relations with others’ worlds
catches only the most fleeting glimpses of what they were in fact about.”

A particular difficulty with this study is precisely that it evaluates the
advent of Rwanda’s genocide from the perspective of the others’ world—
namely, that of the international community engaged in humanitarian
intervention. There is a much deeper story here that must be included
in any comprehensive narrative, and it must be told from African per-
spectives, and hopefully from more Rwandan ones. Such would be a sig-
nal contribution to “the multi-centric world history of complexity” that
Miller invokes.'®

A larger problem of historical craft and the human condition remains.
Hannah Arendt argues that “action reveals itself fully only to the story-
teller, that is, to the backward glance of the historian, who indeed always
knows better what it was all about than the participants/™ I was a par-
ticipant and still must live with the consequences of my actions in that
troubled time. My rendition of the “intentions, aims and motives,” of the
international community in its effort to extricate Rwanda from civil war is
admittedly partial. I have sought to ground my narration in the documen-

tary record of the time.
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There are, nonetheless, personal aspirations that emerge from this
study. One is the desire that the admittedly partial readings and insights of
a participant who has access to the documentary record may bring some
light on events and decisions that led to the tragedy of the Rwandan geno-
cide. The second is the hope that this analysis might offer some lessons on
the possibilities and limitations of international humanitarian interven-
tion seen through the prism of the Rwandan peace process. The third is
the ambition that the long process of declassification of hundreds of docu-
ments that are particularly relevant to this story will provide “useful source
material in the historian’s hands.* I can only hope that this perusal of
the historical record will inspire future historians to evaluate more deeply

and narrate more tellingly the events on which the documents report.

SECONDARY SOURCES

A word is in order about the sources I have consulted and how they
are presented in this study. There are numerous books and monographs on
the history of genocide in Rwanda. Some studies survey the story; some
focus narrowly on particular events or dynamics. Some analyses attempt
an even-handed evaluation, whereas others are openly ideological; some
cite empirical evidence, and others seek theoretical confirmations. Some
are autobiographies with stories of horror and triumph‘ The studies center
around those written close to the events, those that take a longer look at
middle distance, and those that, on second look and through different

optics, challenge the previous record.”

OFFICIAL RECORDS

This is a study of official records of the international humanitarian
intervention in Rwanda from the opening of civil war in October 1990 to
the death of President Habyarimana in April 1994. An epilogue brings the
action forward to the installation of a new government in July 1994. State
actors in this drama were Belgium, Burundi, Canada, France, Germany,
Switzerland, Tanzania, Uganda, the United States, and Zaire; intergov-
ernmental organizations included the Economic Community of the Great
Lakes Countries (CEPGL), the Organization of African Unity (OAU),
and the United Nations (UN). What is known of the actions of Belgium

xvi
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and France is a matter of extensive public record brought out by hearings
in the Belgian Senate and in the French National Assembly."* Germany
largely focused on its two-year economic development plans for Rwanda
rather than on any political agenda. Although present as an Observer at
the Arusha political negotiations, Germany did not participate in political
discussions on Central Africa, discussions that brought Belgian, French,
and US policy makers together regularly in each other’s capitals during
the period under investigation. Canada and Switzerland had significant
economic assistance programs in Rwanda and occasionally joined in diplo-
matic demarches through their resident development officers.

In contrast to Belgium and France, the United States Congress never
held a hearing on the Clinton administration’s policy toward Rwanda, even
though that was strongly recommended both by leading human rights
groups and, in 1999, by a panel of experts.”® A critical behind-the-scenes
player during the Arusha discussions and the leader in postgenocide re-
construction, the United States covered the role of its decision makers
during those events in a blanket of documentary confidentiality.

A significant part of the US story became public record thanks to the
tireless efforts of William Ferroggiaro while working at the National Se-
curity Archive from 1995 to 2003. His pioneering work has led to full col-
lection of declassified documents at the archives. More recently, the State
Department has collated and made available to the public a large number
of documents, many of which were first declassified at the request of Mr.
Ferroggiaro or myself in the course of this study (foia.state.gov).

UN documents are deposited in UN collections at various institutions
around the United States or are available online. The key documents of the
period have been collected in the United Nations and Rwanda: 1993-1996."°
Internal UN documents are not available. For what was happening within
UN institutions, within the OAU, or in African capitals, this study has re-
lied largely on the reports of the US Mission to the United Nations in New
York and the US embassies in Addis Ababa, Bujumbura, Dar es Salaam,
Kampala, Kigali, Kinshasa, and Nairobi. I also drew information from con-
versations with key actors and from my own experiences at the time."

Drawing from the documentary record, this study looks at interna-

tional efforts at conflict resolution in Rwanda from 1990 to 1996, with an
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emphasis on international engagement within the Arusha political nego-
tiations of 1992-1994. As background to that narrative, I first review the
historic roots of the Rwandan conflict, look at structures of international
intervention that sought to mitigate that conflict, and anticipate the effect

of international humanitarian intervention.
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INTRODUCTION

Like most conflicts, the Rwandan civil war and attendant genocide are
not easily confined within brackets of time. This study looks at the period
of conflict in Rwanda from the incursion of the Rwandese Patriotic Army
(RPA) on October 1, 1990, until the April 6, 1994 downing of President
Habyarimana's plane. This event relaunched the civil war and opened the
door to genocide, bringing the Arusha peace process to an untimely end.
An epilogue brings forward the implications of this period for the geno-
cide and subsequent events in Rwanda.

In this introduction, I review perspectives on the Arusha negotia-
tions found in current literature, recount the antecedents of the Rwandan
conflict, and pose the question of why humanitarian intervention failed.
Subsequent chapters seek the answers to that question in a story that fol-
lows the international intervention against the backdrop of political nego-
tiations in Arusha and political wrangling in Kigali. In that narrative, the
arc of humanitarian intervention confronts questions that are customarily
faced in international interventions as well as questions that reflect the pe-
culiarities of the Rwandan context. A notation of conflict-resolution issues

at stake and an inventory of lessons learned thus bookend each chapter.

What Do Folks Say about Arusha?

The conclusion of this study is that the Rwandan peace process,
centered in the Arusha negotiations, helped set the dynamic context of
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genocide in Rwanda. Yet, in the voluminous reporting and analysis on the
genocide in Rwanda, there is little systematic focus on the Arusha political
negotiations, on the events ieading up to those discussions, or on the ef-
fect of those negotiations on the outbreak of genocide. Few commentators
stop by Arusha. Those that do intersperse occasional references to Arusha
within their larger narrative. Most studies, with reason, concentrate on the
breakout of genocide itself and its eventual suppression by the Rwandese
Patriotic Front. Among the commonly cited references, the most compre-
hensive is Human Rights Watch's Leave None to Tell the Story, which men-
tions the Arusha negotiations in various places but only as a backdrop to
growing internal political tensions." Gérard Prunier’s The Rwanda Crisis
gives a chapter to the negotiations but similarly focuses on how negotia-
tions played out within Rwandan domestic politics.” Griinfeld and
Huijboom give numerous details about the situation in Rwanda during
the period of negotiations, but little on the process of negotiations‘3 André
Guichaoua’s more recent work, full of behind-the-scenes details and excel-
lent analyses of the ebb and flow of political contests within Rwanda, has
but two chapters on the Arusha negotiations, and those are seen through
the optic of the domestic political scene.*

Memoires of the period naturally deal with the moments when the
writers were engaged in Rwandan affairs, most after the accords were
signed. For example, in his excellent narrative on post-genocide Rwanda,
Robert Gribbin, US ambassador in Kigali from 1996 to 1999, offers but a
short chapter on the talks, noting, “I was not there and so cannot throw
much light on the inner workings of the talks.”

Two Rwandan accounts from opposite sides of the conflict give use-
ful insights into the Arusha negotiations. Dr. Theogene Rudasingwa, an
officer in the Rwandese Patriotic Army and the Patriotic Front's repre-
sentative to the OAU, was at the time of the Arusha negotiations RPF’s
secretary general as well as a member of the RPF negotiating team. He
does not treat the negotiations chronologically or thematically, but his
Healing a Nation: A Testimony does highlight RPF’s ambiguity toward the
peace pirocess.6 On the other side, Enoch Ruhigira, at that time the direc-
tor of Habyarimana’s presidential office, shows in his La fin tragique d'un

régime how Habyarimana progressively lost the battle over the negotiating
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process as distance swiftly grew between the president and prime minister,
between the presidential party and the internal opposition, and between
the political elite in Kigali and the negotiators in Arusha.’

The most incisive analyses of the Arusha peace process and of its
failures come from a key UsS policymaker of that time, Assistant Secre-
tary Herman Cohen, and an academic and international consultant on
peacekeeping, Bruce Jones. In a single chapter on Rwanda in his Interven-
ing in Africa: Superpower Peacemaking in a Troubled Continent, Cohen, with
pointed realism, faults US policy for its failure to understand the depth of
hostility in Rwanda (an arena of low US interest), for being obsessed with
the negotiating process, and for not realizing that “as the Arusha process
unfolded ... it inadvertently guaranteed the genocide.”

During the late 1990s, Jones, who is now a senior fellow at Brookings,
wrote his doctoral dissertation on Rwanda. He published his Peacemaking
in Rwanda: The Dynamics of Failure in 2001 on the basis of his doctoral work.
His chapter on the Arusha negotiations analyzes the negotiations through
the optic of their peacemaking objectives. Although his narrative contains
errors on chronology, procedural details, and negotiating dynamics, Jones
tells the larger story with insight into why the Arusha negotiations looked
so good and failed so miserably.

In his conclusion, Jones highlights what went wrong with third—party
intervention in the Rwanda crisis: undue pressure to democratize; draw-
backs in the facilitation of negotiations; lack of community-level buy-in
with the peace process; and failure to plan for violent opposition or to
account for spoilers and losers.” I would agree with Cohen and Jones in
their critiques of the Arusha process. But the social cataclysm that was
the Rwandan genocide needs a more systematic explication of the inter-
national search for peace in Rwanda. That narrative begins with a look at
what brought us to Arusha.

Antecedents

Like all Rwandan stories, this is a long one. Rwandan dynastic chronolo-
gies would push us back into the mystic past of the founding kings, Kigwa

or Gihanga, depending on the legend. Some historians would credit stories
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about Ruganzu Bwimba, reputed to have built a kingdom in north-central
Rwanda in the 1400s, only to have it fall apart in civil war five generations
later. Others assert that it was rather Ruganzu Ndori who in the 1600s es-
tablished the Nyiginya dynasty over the first Rwandan Kingdom of which

we have reliable oral record.!’

TRADITIONAL SOCIETY

Out of this ancient genesis, Rwandan social and political organization
coalesced around descent groups. In Rwanda, heads of lineages formed alli-
ances to build clans.”Being alliances rather than descent groups, clans were
mutable ... [and] the number of lineages composing a clan constantly var-
ied over time according to the political adventures of the great families.”!

As with many other emerging polities of the Great Lakes area, Rwan-
danleaders knit ties with clans having reputed ritual power and built client-
age through distribution of land and cattle. By the beginning of the 1700s,
the Nyiginya Kingdom was a fragile coalition of lineages in south-central
Rwanda. By the end of the century,“it had transformed into a unified, cen-
tralized and aggressive entity."? Three factors brought about this transfor-
mation: the centralization of power at the court; the extension of clientage
to bring all land and cattle under notional royal authority; and continuous
expansion under armies by which sons of the ruling elite proved their valor
and into which all Rwandan citizens were incorporated.”

During the 1800s, the reach of the state (king and court) deepened.
Cyrimina Rujugira (1770), himself a usurper, structured succession to a
cycle of four regnal names, expanded court ritual, and increased the num-
ber of armies. Around the 1840s, as population and demands on land and
pasture grew, the court reserved pasture domains for royal use and disposi-
tion. It then appointed chiefs of “tall grass” to oversee pastures and herds, as
well as chiefs of land to manage farmers and their obligations. Add to these
the commanders of now-ubiquitous armies, and a tripartite system of bu-
reaucratic control emerges, especially in the districts close to the court.

This system did provide a sort of check against arbitrary power at the
local level where a client, whether herder or farmer, could seek the protec-
tion of one lord against the predations of another. Nonetheless, under a cli-

entage system now triply bureaucratized, exactions necessarily increased,
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impoverishing farmers and herders. Two “social categories” came to define
subjects of the king: those who had lineage links to power and privilege—
the Tutsi; and those who by dint of circumstance fell into servile status—
the Hutu.

That was the Rwanda that the Europeans “discovered”in the late 1800s:
a country ruled by a king newly installed by the 1896 Rucunshu coup and
hemmed in by courtiers, ritual, and intrigue; a territory densely populated
at the center with farmers competing with herders for land; and a milita-
rized society in which each person belonged to an army and was a client of
a superior both for land and cattle. An overlapping system of chieftaincies
administered central lands; at the periphery, sons of aristocrats with new
armies pressed against surrounding polities, making Rwanda one of the

more powerful kingdoms of the region.

COLONIAL RULE

Rwanda’s mountain fastness and warrior reputation had kept the out-
side world (including Swahili slavers and traders) at bay until German
explorers crossed the land in the 1890s, with Count von Goetzen discover-
ing Lake Kivu in 1894. Three years later, Hauptmann Ramsay offered the
newly ascendant king, Mwami Musinga, a letter of protection. German
forces and firepower helped Musinga consolidate his rule at the court and
expand Rwandan control in Gisaka to the southeast and Bugoyi in the
northwest,

In 1907, Germany’s military protection changed to civil administration
by indirect rule from a residency at Kigali. But in 1916, Belgian forces from
the Congo pushed the Germans south out of Rwanda and beyond the
rail center of Tabora. Belgium held its conquered territory provisionally
until the Milner-Orts Agreement of May 30, 1919, ceded to Belgium the
two German provinces of Ruanda and Urundi as the mandate territory of
Ruanda-Urundi. At the Paris peace talks, the Mandates Commission ap-
proved the Belgian mandate and the Great Power Council of Five accepted
the Milner-Orts Agreement on August 7, 1919." In 1947, this mandate
evolved into a trusteeship under the United Nations.

The Belgians, like the Germans, faced the dilemma of how to assert au-

thority over a polity already endowed with a sovereign, an administration,
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and a society knit together by clientage relations. Under ideals of the
League of Nations mandate, Belgium was to assure the uplift of the local
population as well as the development of natural resources.' Belgium in-
tended to meet these goals while administering the territory efficiently,
with minimum investment and maximum gain from the territory's dense
population and fertile lands. Tying into the Congo's physical and adminis-
trative infrastructure seemed the appropriate approach.”

Whereas in Congo, Belgian administrators ruled directly over re-
spective provinces, in Rwanda, Belgium would follow the German ap-
proach of indirect rule. The goal, according to Colonial Minister Louis
Frank, was to “associate the native princes with our plans and bring the
indigenous ruling class into our service."® In 1919, the administration es-
tablished schools for chiefs’ sons to train the necessary cadre. Then in
1926, the administration began to rationalize and decentralize the tripar-
tite chiefs system while setting contiguous boundaries for chieftaincies
and subchieftaincies.

This streamlined structure was to uniformly administer the provinces
throughout Rwanda, with chiefs trained first at Nyanza and other local
schools and then at Butare. The new structure was also intended to re-
lieve the “Hutu masses” of burdensome obligations to three different chiefs.
However, the traditional system of clientage, both in land and cattle obli-
gations, remained, now legally and efficiently enforced. Ignoring common
social identities found in lineage and clan, as well as regional variances in
social structure, the mandate administration saw Hutu and Tutsi as the
overarching social constructs of personal identification and, in 1931, estab-
lished identity cards classifying each person accordingly.”

In the name of progress, colonial policy discounted regional differ-
ences, reinforced clientage obligations, and crystallized identities along
ethnic lines. Moreover, the colonial regime, through the local chiefs, as-
sessed a head tax, required labor on public works, and enforced agricultural
plantings in food crops and coffee. The burden of obligation to political
elites weighed heavily on the poor, whether Tutsi or Hutu.

The Mandates Commission of the League of Nations might never
have approved a policy of “indirect rule” that coercive and controlling were

it not for the Rwakayihura famine of 1929-30 in which thousands of
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Rwandans died in inaccessible parts of the country. Only draconian mea-
sures could build roads, increase harvests, and raise the taxes to keep the
country together.”” With the exile of the recalcitrant King Musinga and
the investiture of the more educated and compliant Rudahigwa in 1931, the

Belgian mandate took root.”

TRANSITION TO TRUSTEESHIP

The League of Nations had been content to let Belgium administer the
territory and send reports on social and economic progress to the Mandate
Commission in Geneva, there to debate the merits of Belgian policy.
Following World War II, however, the newly created UN Trusteeship
Council actively pushed for political change, as well as for economic and
social development. Regular missions began in 1947, reviewing progress
on site. Although traditional autocracy had been legally grounded and ad-
ministratively rationalized under indirect rule, the council’s first visiting
mission to East Africa was convinced that “political evolution has reached
a stage when an acceleration of the movement would be justiﬁed without
running any great risk of grave social upheaval."**

Grave social upheaval was precisely what occurred as Rwanda moved
quickly toward independence in the late 1950s. By 1959, rural violence had
broken out in northwest and central Rwanda, with massacres and hut
burnings perpetrated by both Hutu and Tutsi partisans, while threats and
intimidations harried Tutsi nobles into exile. In 1960, elected communal
burgomasters and counselors replaced chieftaincies. As Reyntjens sums it
up, “In less than two years [1959-1961], Rwanda had passed from a ‘feudal’
monarchy to a Hutu democratic’ republic. . . . In 1952, the monarchist,
fundamentally Tutsi regime was still solidly established, legally reinforced
by 35 years of indirect administration. In 1962, Rwanda became indepen-

dent under a republican, fundamentaﬂy Hutu regime."23

A SOCIAL REVOLUTION

Chrétien contends that “the 1959-1961 ‘social revolution’ is the key
event in Rwanda, one that shaped the country’s politics for the next three
decades.”* Radical changes brought about by that event found root in

several factors:
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+  The UN Trusteeship Council’s interventions, which sought a rapid

pace toward representative government and national autonomy®

+  The monopolization of power, position, and privilege by the ruling

Tutsi elite®

+  The abolition in 1954 of ubuhake cattle-clientage without a concomi-

tant reform of the land-tenure system?

+  The emergence of Hutu intelligentsia, who challenged the legitimacy of
traditional institutions and symbols and called for democratic gover-

nance®

+  The death of Mwami Rudahigwa and the hardening of neo-

traditionalist attitudes claiming right of conquest and superiority

+  The creation of political parties mobilized by individual leaders and

ideologically centered on presumed Hutu and Tutsi identities®

Tensions built by these factors came to a crescendo on November 1,
1959, with the outbreak of violence around Kabgayi, center of the Hutu re-
naissance, and in the northwest, where clan leaders still opposed rule from
the central court. By the time the violence abated, some three hundred
Hutu and Tutsi were killed and twelve hundred were arrested, while the
population of displaced burgeoned.”

To calm the storm, the Belgian administration installed Hutu chiefs
and subchiefs in vacated chieftainships. They then implemented a previ-
ously planned administrative reform of replacing subchiefs with burgo-
masters and elected communal councils. A multiparty Provisional Council
took over the legislative role of the High Council of State. After the failure
of a reconciliation conference in early January 1961 at Ostend, Belgium, the
Provisional Council called a national convention of burgomasters and
municipal counselors. On January 28, these counselors deposed the “mon-
archy and all its symbols” and proclaimed a democratic republic.

Nine months later, under UN supervision but in an atmosphere of
preelectoral violence and intimidation, legislative elections and a refer-
endum on the monarchy confirmed the establishment of the republic

and the parliamentary dominance of the Parmehutu Party. The elected
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legislators then set up the structures of the new republic, chose a gov-
ernment, and designated Grégoire Kayibanda as president. The “social
revolution” thus gave birth to the government that took Rwanda to inde-

pendence on July 1, 1962.”

FIRST REPUBLIC

Around the edges of this new, landlocked republic, monarchists in
refugee camps plotted a return to power. Host country control and inter-
nal divisions within refugee leadership kept the attacks from being more
effective; but with each attack, Hutu took reprisals against Tutsi still living
in Rwanda.”

In December 1963, the monarchist UNAR party planned attacks from
Congo, Uganda, Tanzania, and Burundi. While the other attacks were
turned back, a refugee force from Burundi pushed to within twenty miles
of Kigali before the Rwandan National Guard stopped the column. Tutsi
opposition leaders were immediately arrested and executed without trial.
Kayibanda ordered his ministers to organize civil defense in each prefec—
ture; the national radio called for citizens to defend their country; some
local officials urged the elimination of all Tutsi as the only solution. An
orgy of hut burning and murder broke out, especially in areas of high
Tutsi population. Some ten thousand men, women, and children were
hacked to death.*

In 1964 and 1966, refugees again attempted cross-border attacks. Each
was turned back and followed by an anti-Tutsi pogrom. The 1963 victory
at the Kanzenze bridge brought pride to the National Guard, solidarity to
the Hutu cause, and a template for handling the Tutsi threat. Given their
political utility, attacks against persons and property went largely unpun-
ished; impunity for ethnic crimes became an unwritten understanding.

As the outside threat receded, internal divisions increased. Parme-
hutu became a de facto single party coping with land tenure issues, ten-
sions within the National Guard, intraparty struggles, and disputes with
the Catholic church. At the local level, burgomasters and prefects recre-
ated networks of clients, extracting dues for services just like subchiefs
and chiefs under the monarchical regime. Mismanagement and malver-

sation abounded.*
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Hutu advancement remained at the core of the Parmehutu agenda, ar-
bitrarily enforced in school admittances, civil service recruitment, and even
checks on business payroﬂs. Hutu who fled the 1972 genocide in Burundi
gave a further impetus toward Hutu identity. Ethnic solidarity became the
watchword among Hutu intelligentsia and especially among politicians
campaigning for elections in 1973. Vigilantism gave way to hut burnings
and murders. The harassment and intimidation triggered yet another mas-
sive emigration of frightened Tutsi who had hoped to make their accom-

modation with the new regime.

SECOND REPUBLIC

In a situation of looming chaos, President Kayibanda finally called on
the National Guard to restore order. On July 4, 1973, top ministers from
the government attended the national day celebration at the US residence,
then repaired to a nightlong meeting with President Kayibanda. In the
early morning hours, the National Guard surrounded the meeting place
and arrested all participants. A Committee for Peace and National Unity,
made up of the National Guard High Command, had decided not only to
restore peace but also to take over power.”®

The committee declared martial law, displacing all institutions of the
First Republic, including the party, the national assembly, and the Supreme
Court. President Kayibanda and seven other top members of his regime
received suspended death sentences at a court martial.”” Coup leaders set-
tled into high ministerial and administrative posts, with the newly pro-
moted National Guard commander, Major General Juvénal Habyarimana,
being named president and minister of defense.

In 1975, Habyarimana established the Revolutionary National Move-
ment for Development (MRND) as a nationwide movement dedicated to
unity and development. By 1978, Rwandans adopted by referendum a new
constitution legitimizing the movement with Habyarimana as its presi-
dent. Military committee members held onto their sinecures, but power
and decision making flowed to the president, who instituted an ethic of
punctuality and hard work focused on rural development.’® A policy of
balance in regional development and in ethnic quotas for admittance to

schools or civil service initially reduced interregional and ethnic tensions.
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Buttressed by connections to the president, some Tutsis prospered in the

private sector, but others were denied access to higher schools or jobs.

Transition

The Kayibanda regime had held on shakily for eleven years, beset
with attacks from without and social tensions from within; in contrast, the
Second Republic constructed a system that lasted twenty-one years and
projected an image of efficiency, economic growth, and national integra-
tion. Over time, however, Habyarimana’s policies of ethnic and regional
balance devolved into instruments for preserving Hutu hegemony or for
channeling projects and perquisites to the regime’s home areas of Gisenyi
and Ruhengeri. The MRND single-party system, organized down to the
ten-person ‘cellule,” became a means for political mobilization and auto-
cratic control at the national and local level.

CONSTITUTIONAL REFORMS

Whatever the achievements of the Habyarimana administration,
thoughtful commentators would have agreed that, by the late 1980s,
Habyarimana’s one-party regime was losing its capacity to keep ahead of
the political and developmental game. In response to political agitation
and economic stagnation, Habyarimana promised constitutional reforms
in 1990. These reforms were to establish political pluralism, to organize
the eventual return of Tutsi refugees (after years of the regime’s efforts to
get them squatters’ rights in neighboring countries), and to accept an

economic structural adjustment program.

THE FRONT INVADES

Then, on October 1, 1990, the Rwandese Patriotic Army (RPA), the
military arm of the Rwandese Patriotic Front (RPF), invaded from Uganda.
Frustrated Tutsi in countries of asylum conceived the attack, which Hutu
exiles’ tales of corruption, human rights abuse, and incompetence within the
Rwandan regime had incubated. The RPF's perception that Habyarimana
and President Museveni of Uganda might agree to controlled repatriation

midwifed the attack, which took disciplined, experienced RPF fighters deep
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into Rwandan territory. But they did not win the support they expected
from Rwanda’s restive population. Eventually, over one million Rwandans
fled southward from RPF control. Meanwhile, Tutsis within Rwanda were
subject to arrest, intimidation, and massacres; with the onset of civil war, the

cycle of ethnic violence and social displacement spun out again.

STATES INTERVENE

Almost immediately, European governments (France and Belgium)
intervened with troops to protect their citizens gathered in the capital city
of Kigali. Meanwhile, neighboring African governments sought to arrange
a ceasefire. As the two armed elements engaged in periodic combat, politi-
cal representatives met under the auspices of neighboring chiefs of state.
They signed agreements but never observed a ceasefire.

Finally, at Paris in June 1992, France, with the backing of the United
States, facilitated a framework for ceasefire talks. In July, the talks moved
to Arusha, Tanzania, where, under Tanzanian facilitation, the two parties
adopted an operational ceasefire plan. In August, they opened negotiations
on a transition regime. These negotiations, scheduled to last two months,
went on for a year, punctuated by foot dragging in Rwandan political cir-
cles, massacres in Rwanda’s north, and renewed fighting in February 1993.
President Habyarimana finally signed the Arusha Accords with Rwandese
Patriotic Front Chairman Alexis Kanyarengwe on August 5, 1993.

Nine months later, on April 6, 1994, someone shot down the president’s
plane with ground-to-air missiles. Murderous revenge immediately broke
out against the president’s political opponents and ethnic Tutsi. Embassies
withdrew their personnel and citizens; the Security Council reduced the
UN peacekeeping force to a small holding operation. Even as the Rwan-
dese Patriotic Army and forces of a self-appointed Rwandan government
contested for territory, extremist Hutu organized the genocide of eight
hundred thousand innocents in just under one hundred days. The road to

peace gave way to a policy of extermination.”

The Legacy

Rwanda’s past casts an illuminating beam on the 1990-94 conflict in

Rwanda. Evident traits of political culture have deeply rooted antecedents.”
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Expanding borders and centralizing power have been Rwanda’s leitmotif
since the seventeenth century. While colonial agreements stopped territo-
rial expansion* and rules of the Organization of African Unity prohibited
change to colonial boundaries, each historic dynasty persisted in claiming
territory and seeking to ingrate it into central institutions.

Regionalism was the flip side of centralizing power. The conquered periph-
ery (Cyangugu and Kibuye to the west; Byumba and Kibungu to the north
and east), once endowed with their own polities, resented the powerful center
(Butare, Gikongoro) and the tributes it imposed. In the northwest (Gisenyi,
Ruhengeri), former landlords still looked for ways to restore customary rights
and political privileges. Regionalism, itself divided into loyalties (or enmities)
built hill-by-hill, undercut attachments to the central state.*

Coercive violence has been a constant of Rwandan politics; the political
elite brutally waged wars of conquest or battles for ascendency at court. Co-
lonial invaders backed up the expansionary campaigns of the king (mwami),
then imposed their own vision of “indirect rule,” rationalizing and institu-
tionalizing coercive force. Labor levies, clientage obligations, and taxes grew
more egregious and heavy as ambitions of the elite (whether traditional or
colonial) increased in size and reach. After independence, enforced develop-
ment programs undergirded the structural violence of elite regimes.”

Clientage was the network that knit Rwandan society together.* Under
indirect rule, clientage persisted as a legally recognized institution. Weighty
burdens of this institution were at the root of the 1959 “social revolution.”
While the ideology of democratic representation might have challenged
the monarchical system, the new republican order used clientage to enlist
the support of the peasantry. Clientage, old and new, implied two things:
the splendid isolation of the monarch (or president) who was always pa-
tron and never client, and networks of reciprocity and dependence from
lords down to the lowliest peasants.”

Ethnic identity in Rwanda began with one’s lineage; lineages built alli-
ances and formed clans. Today one might identify with traditional clans
or feel linked (obliged) to former classmates, military or professional as-
sociates, or party organizations. Overarching these ascriptive or ateributive
identities are social designators that since the 1800s had come to reflect

linkage to the political hierarchy and status within the clientage system:
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Tutsi and Hutu. Colonizers saw these as binary racial and occupational
categories, born out of migratory patterns of conquest. Elites, struggling
for power and place in the postindependence arena, used these designa—
tions to build loyalty and claim legitimacy. Amorphous categories became
exclusive, hardened identifiers—matters of life and death.*

Profound psychological perceptions of superiority and inferiority
underlay the interplay of these social categories.” This perceptual equa-
tion traditionally took on regional variances. Playing against this varie-
gated background was the violence of modern Rwanda’s birth. The Hutu
revolution of 1959, Tutsi exile attacks with attendant reprisals in the early
1960s, and pogroms against Hutu in Burundi all accentuated notions of
ethnic identity and solidarity. Ethnicity formalized on identity cards and
entrenched by political competition became the passkey for Hutu entrance
into the modern world and a barrier to advancement for Tutsi. Left out of
the national equation were Tutsi harried into exile in 1959, 1961, 1973, and
1978. Some were allowed to return, but most lived abroad for thirty years, a
people with a country that would not accept them back.*

International Intervention and Peacemaking in Rwanda

Eventually, the refugees did come back, not in the programmed re-
turn that the Habyarimana regime wanted, but in an insurgency led from
Uganda on October 1, 1990, by the Rwandese Patriotic Front. What was
to have been a quick overturning of a supposed weak and corrupt regime
turned into an initial defeat for the RPF and then a protracted border
war having all the elements of intractability.*’ States of the region and de-
velopment partners rushed to quell the conflict and restore peace to the
Rwandan people. But instead of a rapid settlement, a complex series of
international interventions led eventually to the Arusha political nego-
tiations and their result: the Arusha Accords of August 4, 1993. Within
nine months, the negotiated peace went down with the crash of President
Habyarimana’s plane as civil war and genocide erupted.

Why were the hopes for peace set within the framework of the Arusha
Accords so quickly crushed by political realities? This question drives our

backward look over those events.
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DIPLOMATIC PERSPECTIVES

A partial answer is to recognize that mediators, facilitators, and Ob-
servers involved in the international intervention did not fully comprehend
the context of the crisis.” Our purchase on core dynamics was deficient in
several regards.

We were too sanguine about African societies’ vaunted capacity to
endure. But the pressures of population growth, pluralistic politics, a de-
teriorating economy, and competition for power stretched Rwanda to its
breaking point. In this context, pushing forward a peace agreement that
required major structural change and redistribution of political and eco-
nomic power brought not peace but civil war and genocide.

We misconstrued relations of force in a seemingly powetless country.
The UN Security Council deployed a peacekeeping force of minimal size
and mandate. When President Habyarimana’s plane was shot down, extrem-
ist partisans quickly proved that the UN force had neither the mandate nor
the materiel to counter determined opposition to the Arusha process.

We glossed over the emotional roots of conflict, which, in the Rwandan
case, were fear and loathing—fear that the “other,” once empowered, would
be a perpetual oppressor, and the loathing that comes from devaluing one’s
neighbor. The contenders were caught in an emotional recreation of self-
images generated by diminution and demonization of the other side.

We underestimated the will to power. Determination to control the
political process brought an impasse to power-sharing talks; commitment
to ascendancy brought disequilibrium to military negotiations; unwilling-
ness to compromise blocked the installation of the transitional institutions.
So when the president was killed, Rwanda was left without institutional
authority, a void quickly filled by extremists who would hold on to power
at all costs, even the slaughter of innocents.

As we reflect on the historical complexity of Rwandan society, so also
we should consider the capacity of the diplomatic intervention to restore
peace. The mediators were focused on democratic practice and power
sharing; the negotiating parties were contesting for power. Diplomats pro-
posed classic peacemaking devices for bringing the parties together; the
parties negotiated out of deeply rooted cultural dispositions. Thus, defi-

cient understandings of Rwandan culture and traditional peacekeeping
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modalities framed international intervention in the Rwandan conflict. As
an Observer remarked at the time,“We are, after all, diplomats, not social

psychologists.”"

MODES OF REPRESENTATION

Interventions to bring peace to Rwanda moved through different
modes.”? At the start of the Rwandan crisis, states with representation in
Kigali negotiated with the Rwandan government, often comparing notes
among embassies and following similar approaches but keeping to a tra-
ditional, bilateral mode. Meanwhile, states represented in Kampala held
separate discussions with leaders of the Rwandese Patriotic Front.

When political negotiations started in Arusha in August 1992, a paral-
lel diplomacy emerged based on the conference principle.”” Here the Ob-
server group worked together in evaluating issues and jointly sharing their
views with the Facilitator or with the parties themselves. As this study will
show, the understandings arrived at in Arusha through this conference sys-
tem were often out of touch with the bilateral discourse going on in Kigali,
in Kampala, or in the capitals of concerned states.

In August 1993, the conference negotiations produced the accords that
took the peace process back to Rwanda under the aegis of the United Na-
tions Mission in Rwanda (UNAMIR). At this point, the conference was
over and bilateral diplomacy was subsumed within a framework estab-
lished by an international organization. The vital exchanges of bilateral
negotiation and the collective wisdom of multilateral diplomacy became
subservient to international collaboration in the project of implementing
the accords and the “technical” program of peacekeeping as outlined and
captained by the United Nations.*

This intervention on behalf of international peace and security and
in the interest of rehabilitating the Rwandan state took on the cultural
expectations of international diplomacy: giving status to arguments from
both sides, seeking a middle ground, and urging compromise with a view
to establishing an institutionalized agreement between contending parties.

However, this was not just an international diplomatic intervention
to restore international peace and security. It was also a humanitarian in-

tervention to save lives and comfort the hungry, sick, and homeless while
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protecting individual human rights on both sides of the conflict. The inter-
national intervention in Rwanda was driven by concern for the displaced
and refugees, as well as by preoccupation with statecraft in Central Africa.
The central question was whether the intervention could achieve its ob-

jectives in each domain. Obviously, it grievously failed in both regards.

Does “Humanitarian Intervention” Work?

In an insightful analysis, Anthony Lang has looked at international
interventions taken for purported humanitarian purposes and found them
wanting. Such interventions are, he finds, essentially self-serving, under-
taken to heighten the image of those intervening rather than to succor
the helpless. Echoing Hedley Bull's reflections on the ambiguous status
of human rights within the state system, Lang concludes that humani-
tarian interventions concentrate more “on saving the state than on saving
people” Lang is not the only one to point out the failures of international
humanitarian intervention; a plethora of recent studies take up the theme,
many pointing to Rwanda as the demonstrative case.”® However, Lang was
one of the first in the genre, and he makes more explicit than most the
connection between the failure of humanitarian action and the structural
nature of state action.

Langs thesis is that the space of international action is “the province
of the states themselves,” and that the language of international politics,
including discourses on international humanitarian interventions, “is con-
stituted and controlled by state interpretations.”” Moreover, in humani-
tarian crises caused by collapsing state structures, intervening states are
concerned with reestablishing the disintegrating state so as to repair the
breach in the state system.”® Once reestablished, a revived state also con-
tests within the interstate arena.

Meanwhile, the interests of individual citizens, victims of the humani-
tarian crisis, are secondary to the playing out of initiatives designed to es-
tablish state identity and state persona (including that of human rights
advocate) in the interstate arena. According to Lang, “State agents focus
more on other state agents in an intervention rather than on people who

need assistance”” The dynamics of state agency in an international crisis



Prelude to Genocide

thus intrinsically conflict with the humanitarian aims of intervention.
Nicholas Onuf echoes the theme:“The institutional machinery which gov-
ernments have authorized for the protection of human rights greatly favors

states over nationals; in effect, states’ rights trump individual rights."®

A Look Forward

A glance forward at the record in this study will show that a state-
centric agenda driven by a diplomatic ethos of negotiation, fair play, and
power sharing prevailed over the claims of humanitarian intervention that
would put the real needs of people first. Diplomats did seek policy re-
sponses that met human need. But they persisted in deferring to sovereign
choice, in treating both sides as equal parties, in holding faith in power
sharing, and in promoting democratic choice as the antidote to conflict.
These approaches, reflecting the essential values of the twentieth century,
obviously did not work.

Yet, internecine conflict was not new to world leaders, nor was the
quest for peace.’” Moreover, international peacekeeping had built up con-
siderable experience and expertise since the Second World War. Thus, the
unrolling of the Rwandan peacekeeping peace process as recorded in the
several chapters of this book parallels similar endeavors in international
conflict resolution.

First, parties in any conflict need to accept the reality of each other’s
presence on the ground and work through to a sustainable ceasefire.” Once
the shooting has stopped, negotiations on the future order ensue: debates
about fundamental “law;,” or negotiations on “power sharing.” But nego-
tiations about principles, structure, or power often come, as they did in
Rwanda, to an“impasse.” Getting past an impasse to a final settlement, an
“endgame,” is both an art and impelling goal of international mediation.
A transition to a peaceful, secure future should then valorize provisions
of a final agreement. Instead, in Rwanda’s case, “things fell apart.” In the
Rwandan story narrated here, a brief analysis of conflict resolution issues
at stake fronts each chapter. At the end of each chapter, I list the lessons we
learned from that segment of conflict mediation, with specific insights into

the tragic Rwandan experience.



Introduction

Rwanda was a terrain where states and international organizations
projected their own interests and identities; where peacemakers misjudged
the depth of animosity between parties; and where the will to power of
the contenders eventually overwhelmed the limited international project
to hold the peace process on course. Customary modes of peacemaking
and peacekeeping failed, and misjudgments of the peacemaking context
contributed to the scenario that engendered genocide. Attitudes and
habits of diplomatic actors, deployed in different arenas and within vary-
ing modes, did not mitigate the crisis. The Arusha political negotiations
became a prelude to genocide and a tragic lesson in a failed international

humanitarian intervention.



ONE

Ceasefire

On October 1, 1990, a military force moved from southern Uganda
into northeast Rwanda at Kagitumba and headed down the eastern edge
toward the tourist camp and police headquarters at Gabiro, the central
entrance to Kagera National Park. The military force called itself the
Rwandese Patriotic Army (RPA), the military arm of the Rwandese Pa-
triotic Front (RPF). Major General Fred Rwigyema, formerly deputy
commander of Uganda’s National Resistance Army (NRA) and deputy
minister of defense in Uganda’s government, headed the invasion. A large
part of the force was made up of Rwandan Tutsi from the Lweru triangle
who had joined Yoweri Museveni’s campaign to overthrow Milton Obote.
Additional refugees had joined the NRA in 1986 to help put down a re-
bellion in northern Uganda. Now, the troopers moved out of barracks
toward the Rwandan border under various guises. Major General Rwigy-
ema told people that he was preparing for Uganda National Day on Oc-
tober 9. Recruits from within the Tutsi diaspora, as well as Hutu military
leaders and politicians who had fled the regime of President Habyari-
mana, were part of the RPA corps.!

The exiles had carried from Rwanda stories of corruption, injustice,
and economic bankruptcy in the Habyarimana regime. Expecting that a
disenchanted population would join in revolt against the government, the
RPF found that, instead, the people fled before them. Within three days of
the invasion, General Rwigyema was killed at the front.2 On October 23,
Rwanda government forces ambushed the RPA, killing top officers along
with scores of RPA ﬁghters. After suffering additional losses, the RPA
broke up into small mobile groups, seeking cover in the Virunga volcano
forests and crossing over into Uganda by night. The initial RPA thrust had

been broken; the Rwandan government declared victory.” But Major Paul
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Kagame, head of Uganda's military intelligence, rushed back from training
in the United States and revitalized the RPA forces, preparing for a drawn-
out civil war,

The October 1 incursions quickly stirred an international response.
Both President Habyarimana and President Museveni had gone to New
York to attend the World Summit on Children and were about to journey
on to meetings in Washington, Their precipitate return to their respective
capitals highlighted both the surprise and the seriousness of the incursion.*
Key donors, France and Belgium, dispatched forces to protect Kigali and
the expatriates in it. The United States began to withdraw nonessential
personnel from its embassy.” Neighboring presidents Mobutu of Zaire and
Mwinyi of Tanzania called separate summit conclaves. All external parties
wanted the ﬁghting in this poor, overpopulated country to end quickly.

The journey to a ceasefire, however, went along a circuitous path. This
chapter explores that journey by first looking at the issues that any search
for a ceasefire confronts and then recounting the failed summitry of the
first two years. After considering how cooperation between France and the
United States and between the Organization of African Unity (OAU) and
Tanzania ushered in a durable ceasefire on June 13, 1992, I ask what lessons

we learned from the exercise.

Issues at Stake

Although the initial fighting in Rwanda had come to a temporary lull
in October 1990, settling the conflict proved a lengthy exercise in diplo-
matic negotiation and political opportunism. The October hostilities pre-
sented a classic spectrum of questions.

What is the nature of the conflict> Was the 1990 RPF attack on Rwanda,
for example, an invasion or an insurgency? An invasion across the border of
a sovereign state is in international law “aggression” and a matter for UN
Security Council consideration. The incursion into northeast Rwanda
originated from Uganda with troops who had taken leave from Uganda’s
National Revolutionary Army. The Rwandan government characterized
the incursion as a cross-border aggression sponsored by the Ugandan gov-

ernment, requiring a collective response by the international community.
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But the Ugandan leadership insisted that the attackers left Uganda
without the authorization or knowledge of Ugandan authorities.

If this was a cross-border attack, it was also without question an insur-
gency, a battle by Rwandans to find place and power within the Rwandan
state.® Having launched the war, the RPF now sought to Iegitimize its
status as an internal insurgency. The Rwandan government, however, was
not interested in bilateral talks or a ceasefire, which would recognize the
RPF as the opposite party and change the asymmetry of the government/
rebel equation.’

Does a conflict warrant international attention, or should local wars be allowed
to flame out?® In the Rwandan case, the care of refugees, the war-born
impediments to trade and humanitarian aid, and especially this ethnic
struggle for ascendency that found its echo in eastern Zaire, southern
Uganda, and Burundi all constituted threats to regional peace and secu-
rity.” The nature of the conflict also determined the applicability of in-
ternational humanitarian law to the Rwandan case.!® Thus, international
interveners came to see the conflict between the Rwandese Patriotic Front
and the Rwandan government as an internal insurgency with external re-
percussions that threatened international peace and merited an interna-
tional intervention.

Who are the contenders and how cohesive are their organizations? It would
seem at first glance that the battle in and around Gabiro was between
the Rwandese Patriotic Army (RPA), ﬁghting for the exiled Tutsi, and
the Rwandan Armed Forces (FAR), defending the state of Rwanda
and the people within it. However, the RPF/RPA was but one of many
groups vying for influence among the Tutsi diaspora. Indeed, the RPF
had launched the attack preemptively to forestall an agreement of exiles
to a UNHCR plan for programmed repatriation." In addition, expatri-
ate Tutsi businessmen were attracted to possible business opportunities in
Rwanda under a peaceful, negotiated return.' Early days of battle showed
a force divided in terms of vision, strategy, and operations.

On the other hand, the Rwandan Armed Forces no longer represented
aunified country. After over twenty years of one-party rule, Rwandan elites
joined in demanding an end to autocratic control and an opening to a

democratic, liberal order.’> On July 5, 1990, the seventeenth anniversary of
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his coup, President Habyarimana promised a new economic and political
order. A year later, under a new constitution, the legislature approved a law
authorizing multiple political parties."* Some sixteen parties filed for rec-
ognition. Whatever their regional base or ideological perspective, the new
parties sought to distinguish themselves from Habyarimana’s rule.” Thus,
even before the RPF invasion, an opening to multiparty politics brought
to the fore the north-south chasm in Rwandan politics. Eventually, under
a coalition government led by Prime Minister Dismas Nsengiyaremye of
the opposition Democratic Republican Movement (MDR), Rwandan
politics and the war effort became a contest with multiple stakeholders.™
Are parties external to the conflict part of the problem or part of the solution?
Conflicts draw in interested partners. In this asymmetrical confrontation
between an incipient insurgency and an established state force, each side
could claim interested neighbors and external supporters.'” France, Belgium,
and Egypt had military assistance programs in Rwanda, while China was
a regular supplier of arms. Libya built the Meridien Hotel and partnered
with the government in joint enterprises. Zaire, linked formaﬂy to Rwanda
in the Economic Community of the Great Lakes Countries (CEPGL)
and impelled by close personal bonds between the two presidents, had re-
sponded to the October 1990 crisis with the immediate dispatch of sev-
eral hundred troops from the Special Presidential Division.'® Germany, the
United States, Canada, and Switzerland all had significant assistance pro-
grams supporting a regime in a poor, small country that, during the early
1980s, was thought to model effective techniques of rural development.”
On the other hand, after a 1988 international conference, in Wash-
ington, DC, on Rwandan refugees, the RPF began to build up financial
support among the Tutsi diaspora and moral support from sympathetic
foreigners. Most important, in launching its adventure into Rwanda, the
RPF had expropriated armaments from Ugandan army connections and
continued to receive support from elements within the government sym-
pathetic to the Front’s cause, perhaps even from President Museveni. The
smuggling of gold and diamonds along the Zairean border provided funds
for weapons purchased on the international arms market. Thus, both con-
tenders in the Rwandan crisis depended on support from states and third

parties outside of Rwanda’s borders.
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Are the contenders ready for a settlement? Has a culture of peace prevailed over
a culture of war? The 1990 incursion had quickly evolved into a rhetorical
confrontation, with skirmishes along the border, but not into a “mutually
hurting stalemate.” Since both sides felt they could ultimately win, the con-
flict was hardly “ripe for resolution.”” As the RPF tactics changed to guer-
rilla raiding, the conflict settled into a protracted, irregular war, all the more
disturbing to external third parties who wanted to quickly restore peace.

If third party intervention becomes possible, who should mediate in the dispute?
The Rwandan conflict was of immediate concern to neighboring states
and a source of long-range anxiety for donors vested in large development
programs and now burdened with humanitarian assistance within the
Rwandan state. Who should mediate this troublesome conflict, and under
what auspices? The Africans wanted an African mediation, but which pet-
sonality or which state should lead?

Zaire's president Mobutu was a dominant ﬁgure among African chiefs
of state but had hostile relations with Uganda’s Museveni. As friend and
protégé of Habyarimana, Mobutu would hardly be evenhanded in this
matter. Finally, he was a sick man whose influence was fading abroad and
whose rule was being challenged by “democratic” forces at home. Mobutu’s
capacity to sustain a mediation seriously engaging both sides was very
much in question.

On the other hand, an insurgency launched and sustained from the
southern reaches of Uganda into a landlocked neighboring state must have
had Museveni’s nod of approval. Moreover, Museveni and Habyarimana
neither liked nor trusted one another. Museveni was in no position to me-
diate between the insurgents and the Rwandan government.

Burundi was the neighbor to the south whose history, politics, and so-
cial divisions mirrored those of Rwanda. However, Rwandans of all stripes
considered themselves superior to their traditional enemies in Burundi.
Additionally, by 1990, Burundi’s military president, Pierre Buyoya, had re-
cently put out the fires of a major ethnic blowup in Burundi’s north and
was too enmeshed in his own ethnic difficulties to provide mediation in
Rwanda’s conflict.

The country with the least vested interest or diplomatic liabili-

ties among Rwanda’s neighbors was Tanzania. While Prime Minister
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Malecela and several within the ruling Tanzanian elite were friendly to-
ward Habyarimana’s regime, in 1990, both Tanzanian president Mwinyi
and foreign minister Diria were from coastal Swahili backgrounds and
had no affinity with either side. Moreover, conflict within Rwanda cre-
ated insecurity on a distant western border. Tanzania had a vital interest

in seeing peace restored.”

Regional Summitry

EARLY SUMMITS

Notwithstanding the inherent issues involved, neighboring chiefs of
state rushed to bring the Rwandan conflict to a close. Within a fortnight
of the October 1 incursion, Tanzanian president Mwinyi hosted a sum-
mit with Museveni and Habyarimana at which the Rwanda government
agreed to dialogue under OAU auspices and Tanzania and Uganda agreed
to pressure the RPF to accept a ceasefire.

On October 23 and 24, the heads of state of the Economic Commu-
nity of the Great Lakes Countries (Zaire, Rwanda, and Burundi), meet-
ing at Mobutu’s home in Gbadolite, proposed establishing a peacekeeping
force and noted Mobutu’s effort to facilitate dialogue between the Govern-
ment of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front. Two days later, a sec-
ond summit convened at Gbadolite at which Museveni, now chairman of
the OAU, confirmed Mobutu as mediator. The chiefs of state authorized a
military observer group of officers from Rwanda, Burundi, Uganda, Zaire,
and the RPF to be established under OAU supervision.*

When the military observer group convened November 12-19 in
Goma, Zaire, to draft the terms of a formal ceasefire, they touched the
foundations of the conflict’s intractability. While it had agreed to dialogue
with the Patriotic Front, the government of Rwanda would not accept that
group as representative of the refugee community nor admit wholesale re-
patriation of refugee populations. The RPF on the other hand wanted full
recognition as an opposite in the negotiations, as an internal armed force
whose interests had to be accommodated.

By this time, the Rwandan government thought it had repulsed the in-
vasion; many of the insurgents had fled back to Uganda, and the rest were
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scattered along the frontier trying to pull together under Major Kagame's
leadership. Neither side was particularly anxious to accommodate an in-
ternational intervention and mediation. The OAU was not able to get the
RPF and the Rwandan government to agree on terms of a ceasefire or on
deployment of a military observer group. Mediation was instead being im-
posed by self-interested neighbors and patrons.

In a pattern that would be reiterated numerous times, this blockage led
to military pressure from the RPE which was countered by repression and
ethnic violence abetted by the government. During the months of Novem-
ber and December, the Rwandan government pushed back RPF attacks
along the Uganda-Rwanda border. In January 1991, the RPF returned to
the attack along the northern border, briefly occupying the regional capi-
tal of Ruhengeri and freeing prisoners held in the local prison, including
prominent political prisoners like former chief of security Theoneste
Lizinde. In reprisal, the government, exercising state—of—emergency pow-
ers, arrested over eight thousand persons suspected of supporting the RPE
Attacks against Tutsi Bagogwe in the government heartland of Gisenyi/
Ruhengeri area killed more than two hundred civilians.”

SUMMITS IN ZANZIBAR AND DAR ES SALAAM

Increased violence again drew in regional summitry. Meanwhile, Presi-
dent Habyarimana, having failed to stop repression at home, lost ground
in regional discussions. On February 17, in a hurriedly convened mini-
summit on Zanzibar between the presidents of Tanzania, Uganda, and
Rwanda, Habyarimana at last accepted the principle of a ceasefire.

Two days later, at a regional summit on refugees at Dar es Salaam (Bu-
rundi, Rwanda, Uganda, Tanzania, and Zaire attending), Habyarimana
agreed in principle to the right of refugee return, and neighboring chiefs of
state covenanted to facilitate naturalization for refugees who wanted to stay
put. Significantly, the Dar es Salaam Declaration thanked Mobutu for in-
stituting dialogue and urged him to maintain the momentum of dialogue
“between the Rwandan government and the armed opposition.” The declara-
tion thus confirmed Mobutu as mediator and recognized the RPF without
naming it as the opposite party in the conflict. The notion that Uganda was
attacking Rwanda through its cohorts no longer held water with presidents
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of the region. With diplomatic optimism, the declaration held that dialogue

would find“a solution to the problem facing the parties concerned.

FROM N’SELE TO GBADOLITE

In March 1991, as ceasefire talks began at N'sele, Zaire, President
Habyarimana announced his intention to offer an amnesty for those who
had taken up arms against the Rwandan govemment.25 But that initiative
did not significantly change the dynamics of the conflict; the peace pro-
cess was in its infancy. By March 29, Casimir Bizimungu, foreign minister
of the Rwandan government, and now Major General Paul Kagame, vice
president of the RPE signed a ceasefire agreement, committing to ongoing
dialogue and to the deployment of a military observer group under OAU
supervision. Political dialogue was to start in fifteen days following the de-
ployment of an observer group of the regional states of Uganda, Rwanda,
Tanzania, and Burundi. But the military observer group did not get orga-
nized until May. When it deployed in Kigali, the Rwandan government re-
stricted its movement around the country. The ceasefire, which was broken
almost immediately by skirmishes along the Uganda border, turned into
a stalemate between the Rwandan government’s conventional forces and
RPF bush warriors in a low-intensity civil war.

Meanwhile, the Rwandan government’s position on internal politics
seemed to soften. That March, the government, under pressure from the
international community and from its own jurists, released eight thousand
suspected RPF sympathizers who had been detained since January.® In
June, the president promulgated a new constitution that allowed multi-
party political competition. On June 18, the legislature, the National De-
velopment Council (CND), passed the Political Parties Law and the race
to establish political parties took off.”” By the end of the year, the CND
finally passed two amnesty laws, one for refugees and exiles and one for
persons within the country convicted of infractions of the law short of

violent crimes.

THE OAU PROMOTES ANOTHER SUMMIT

At the OAU Summit in June, pressure built for another try at peace-
making. The OAU chiefs of state directed the secretary general of the
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organization to convene another regional summit to continue the me-
diation process. Accordingly, Mobutu hosted a meeting at Gbadolite to
work out the terms of a new ceasefire. With the witness of the president
of Nigeria, as new chairman of the OAU, the parties signed on September
16 a ceasefire agreement, seen as a revision of the understanding reached
at Nsele six months earlier. The major change was in the makeup of the
military observer group; this time it was to be composed of Nigerian and
Zairean officers. Political dialogue was also initiated at Gbadolite, but the
mediator broke it off in ten days, exasperated at RPF intransigence.
Absent a ceasefire reinforced by political dialogue, renewed fighting
broke out in December and January, allowing the RPF to demonstrate
its capacity to attack and leaving it with a permanent foothold in north-
ern Rwanda, thus conﬁrming its status as an “internal” insurgency. Back
in Kigali, negotiations to install a multiparty government under the June
constitution stalled; in frustration, a new government was ﬁnally sworn
in on December 30, naming Sylvestre Nsanzimana as prime minister and
including only one minister who was not from the president's party. In re-
sponse to renewed fighting in the north, the government increased the size

of the army fivefold, turning the usually balanced budget into deep deficit.

RESULTS OF SUMMITRY

A year and a half after the October 1990 RPF attack, the regional
chiefs of state had little to show for their considerable efforts to stop the
fighting and arrange a peace through summit agreements. Undertakings
at the summits did move the parties closer to recognizing each other as
antagonists with whom to negotiate. The chiefs of state laid out quite
early the elements of a putative peace process: ceasefire, political dialogue,
military observer group, and peacekeeping force. The implication was that
goals of peace and security required an international intervention that was
both political and military in nature.

But the summit discussions were based on faulty assumptions, namely,
that the issues at stake were subject to presidential decision; that the con-
tending parties ultimately wanted peace; and that ceasefires, military ob-
server groups, or peacekeeping deployments could be created ex nihilo by

spoken agreement. But neither the respective states nor the Organization
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of African Unity had the capacity to organize and operationally structure
the peace process or ensure the compliance of the parties. Finally, intrinsic
to summitry is failure continually to attend to the problem. Interveners
responded to violent outbreaks rather than systematically addressing root
causes of the conflict.?® Clearly, if peace was to return to Rwanda, the levels

of international engagement would have to be broadened.

Donors Respond

France and Belgium, the top two states engaged in assistance to
Rwanda, reacted immediately to the October 1990 RPF incursion. Presi-
dent Habyarimana stopped by Paris and Brussels on his way home from
New York and secured the promise of military assistance from President
Mitterrand and King Baudouin. Both sent troops to Kigali, presumably
to protect the capital city and the expatriates living there but obviously
reinforcing the Rwandan military’s capacity to carry the battle to the field.
While France dealt directly with the Rwandan government and was an
observer of the summit talks held under Mobutu's auspices, the Belgian
approach was to send a high-level delegation to all capitals of the region
to seek out regional African views and encourage a more vigorous African
response to the crisis. Belgians seemed skittish about any direct engage-
ment; the very fact that the Belgian foreign minister was visiting the region
in regard to the Rwanda crisis raised an outcry in the Belgian press and in
parliament. Once the situation on the front seemed stabilized and the capi-
tal city no longer threatened, Belgium withdrew its combat forces but left
in place a military training mission working with the gendarmerie. By act
of parliament, Belgian military assistance was limited to training, techni-
cal assistance, and nonlethal military materiel. Thereafter, Belgium settled
into a watching brief, ready to demarche the Rwandan or Ugandan govern-
ments as interests required, but with no intention to mediate. Recognizing
that the French, because of their troop presence in Rwanda, had the larger
say and the larger headaches, Belgium tended to support French initia-
tives in the region.”

After the failures of regional initiatives, the French director of African
affairs, Paul Dijoud, offered to mediate in August 1991, and in October he
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tried to bring the Rwandan government and the RPF together in Paris,
Because high-level RPF representation was absent, Rwandan foreign
minister Bizimungu declined to participate. In November, France sent an
observer mission to the Rwandan-Ugandan frontier to assess the nature
of cross-border incursions. As 1992 opened, Dijoud tried again to organize
direct negotiations between the Rwandan government and the Rwandese
Patriotic Front. By mid—February, the French foreign ministry admitted
that the initiative had been a failure. The problem was twofold: first, the
internal situation in Rwanda was “explosive and deteriorating,” with Hutu
hardliners in the president’s entourage actively opposing moves toward de-
mocratization. Second, neither the Rwandan government forces nor the
RPF had shown the capacity to prevail militarily, but the RPF seemed
determined to ﬁght on until I—Iabyarimana was removed. In the French
foreign ministry’s view, the RPF would continue to secure supplies and
establish safe haven north of the border; Uganda would not prevent the

use of its territory as a springboard for RPF operations.”

VIOLENCE AND DIPLOMACY

The fragile internal situation became evident in March 1992 in another
outbreak of ethnic violence, this time in the southeastern area of Bugesera,
a region of new settlement that had attracted Tutsi pushed out of more
populous zones to the west and north. The attacks occurred as political
parties pressured Habyarimana for a coalition national government in Ki-
gali and for changes in communal and regional (prefecture) governance.
Although young thugs, presumably in political hire, led the attack, local
authorities were slow to intervene, and some even encouraged the violence.
Eventually the National Gendarmerie had to stop the fracas in which some
one hundred persons died and twelve thousand were displaced from their
homes.?! France, Belgium, Germany (also representing the president of
the European Community), Switzerland, Canada, and the United States
joined in a vigorous demarche that reminded the Rwandan president of his
government’s responsibility to stop killings and destruction and to ensure
peace and security.32

Both the donors and the government cast the demarche in the larger

context of Rwanda’s political evolution. The demarche called for the creation
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of a multiparty government “with the least possible delay” and urged
moderation in media broadcasts. Inaction by Rwandan authorities, the
ambassadors warned, could jeopardize the future of cooperative programs.
The president said he shared the ambassadors  preoccupation but blamed,
in part, the rabble-rousing rhetoric of opposition leaders. In his brief on
the security situation, the interior minister noted that the onset of violence
had left a vacuum in local administration, that is, local authorities did not
counter the violence. He also argued that “the existence of multi-partyism

by its very nature creates incitement.”>

TOWARD A COALITION GOVERNMENT

Meanwhile, the Catholic Church sought to organize dialogue between
the RPF and the Rwandan government. How many of these contacts were
carried out informally, the record will not show. But by October 1991, one
year after the RPF invasion, the church mediated a meeting in which the
contending sides committed to common principles.’* The church also
sought broader political representation within the government through
the establishment of a government of national unity that encompassed
newly revived political parties. By February 1992, this effort had evolved
into a ten-person “Comité de contact” of leaders from the Catholic Episcopal
Conference and the Rwandan Protestant Council and brought together
party leadership to work out their differences and seek a common future
in the establishment of a coalition governmen‘c,35 In March, the church
leaders met with RPF representatives, including Commissioner Pasteur
Bizimungu, in Nairobi to determine the extent of the Front’s commitment
to negotiations with a broad coalition government.*®

Even as talks moved forward on a multiparty government, new parties
were proliferating, Some were based on sectarian loyalties, like the Islamic
Party or the Catholic Christian Democrat Party. Others reflected aspira-
tions of personal leaders. A significant party, the Coalition for Democratic
Renewal (CDR), was based on the ideology of Hutu ascendancy. Formed
by a charismatic but erratic Hutu civil servant who fell out with Habyari-
mana, the CDR became a party committed to preserving or enhancing
the institutional stature of the Hutu majority, which the party saw as

being jeopardized by negotiations with the RPE Based in the president’s
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homeland in northwest Rwanda, where Hutu chiefs had ruled in preco-
lonial days, the CDR had links to the president through his wife's family.
The party was not, however, invited to the dialogue that led to the signing
of an interparty protocol on March 13 with a view to forming a mul-
tiparty ‘government of transition.” After long negotiations with major
party leaders, Habyarimana, on April 16, finally invited Dr. Dismas
Nsengiyaremye, a leader of the MDR/Parmehutu party to head a new

coalition government.”’

THE UNITED STATES EXPANDS ITS ROLE

Political opening within Rwanda induced new international interest in
resolving the conflict between the Rwandan government, now largely rep-
resentative of internal political forces, and the Rwandese Patriotic Front,
still harrying Rwandan government forces in the north. From the begin-
ning, the United States had been concerned about the war in Rwanda. The
foundations for US policy toward Rwanda were found in the inaugural
address of George H. W. Bush and in his first State of the Union mes-
sage, both of which emphasized democracy and human rights.”® Thus, US
policy viewed the conflict in Rwanda in terms of its larger international
dimensions, namely, regional insecurity, refugee burdens and challenges
to democratic governance, and fundamental human rights. But in an area
where it had no significant stake, the United States deferred to regional
players and to European partners with keener interests. As Mobutu, then
other regional leaders and the OAU, and finally France moved to bring
the parties together, the United States took a watching brief and played
behind the scenes.

At the Department of State, Assistant Secretary Herman Cohen
regularly received intelligence reports of the ongoing efforts to establish
peace in the region. On learning of the RPF attacks on Ruhengeri in Jan-
uary 1991, he contacted President Museveni of Uganda by phone to ask
Ugandan help in preventing the incursions and stopping the f:l‘,grhting,39
The department then instructed ambassadors in Kampala and Kigali to
proceed by urging Museveni to deny Uganda as a sanctuary for attacks
on Rwanda and asking Habyarimana to accelerate national reconciliation
within Rwanda, to intensify direct talks with the RPE and vigorously to

32



Ceaseﬁre

pursue a comprehensive refugee agreement. In addition to this bilateral
approach, the United States tried to encourage a joint demarche with
the European Community in order to have a common message from all
Western donors to both Rwanda and Uganda. The European Community
would agree only to a more modest parallel demarche, and even then it had
to drag a reluctant Great Britain in its wake.*

In April 1991, Cohen convoked American ambassadors from the region
to a meeting in Bujumbura. The chiefs of mission concluded that there
were “no vital US interests at stake [in the regional crisis], either inter-
nationally or domestically” With regard to Rwanda, they recommended
that the United States not assume a leadership role but, “in coordination
with EC colleagues, exert influence selectively to uphold U.S. interests.”
They felt the United States should use the crisis to encourage movement
on democracy and human rights interests, to tell the RPF that the United
States supported its democracy and political equality goals, and to seek a
durable solution to regional refugee problems. Following their delibera-
tions, the assistant secretary articulated the fundamental US approach to

the conflict in a news conference:

We believe that the protection of refugees who return to their
homes should be ensured by a democratic political system that
provides to every citizen equal rights and defends human rights.

We condemn any use of force to settle the problems of refugees
and ask all governments in the region to prevent any use of their

territory for military action against their neighbors."

The assistant secretary went from that convocation to meet with
President Museveni and with the Ugandan foreign minister, pressing
the Ugandan government to interdict military supplies to the RPF and to
move the RPF toward negotiations. Meanwhile, reports from the field out-
lined the distance between the two sides. In Kigali, US ambassador Robert
Flaten reported that President Habyarimana was still blaming the war on
Museveni and holding that “Museveni has not changed at all!” According
to the president, political dialogue was possible if the RPF took its place as

a party among other parties within a pluralistic environment. Automatic
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integration of RPF forces into the Rwandan army was totally unaccept-
able. The military observer group set up under terms of the N’sele Accord
had not inspected RPF positions and did not appear truly neutral.*

In Kampala, the US chargé stated that the ceasefire was not holding,
that artillery and small arms fire along the border occurred daily, and that
a major escalation was eminent. Thousands of Ugandans were displaced
by the war all along the border. According to credible reports, the RPA
had taken over portions of Kisoro District in Uganda, and the National
Resistance Army still connived with or acquiesced in RPA activity. Dur-
ing the lull in fighting, both sides had had the time to reorganize, train,
and equip.43

After the June 1991 OAU Summit at Abuja put Nigerian president
Babangida in the chairmanship and confirmed Zairean president Mobutu
as mediator of the Rwandan dispute, the United States asked the OAU
leadership to do the following:

+  To request both sides to observe the ceasefire
+  To mediate the GOR/RPF dialogue on an urgent basis

+  To request that Museveni permit the OAU-sponsored military observer

group (MOG) to operate in Uganda

+  To reiterate to Museveni the need to deny the RPF operational support

in Ugandan territory

+  To urge Habyarimana to implement programs of democratization and

national reconciliation*

Babangida proposed a mini-summit of heads of state in the Central/
East African region. US ambassadors in the region were instructed to in-
form their host governments that the United States supported the OAU’s
renewed efforts to mediate the conflict. That same demarche also inferred
Belgian and French preference for African mediation.* Having sought
OAU leadership in resolving this conflict, the United States, nonetheless,
pursued a bilateral initiative when Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
Irvin Hicks met informally with representatives of the Rwandese Patriotic

Front and the Rwandan government in Harare.
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The US hope was that, without impinging on other mediation efforts,
this meeting might help revive the peace process and “lead to an agree-
ment on a cease fire and to the RPF’s participation in the democratic pro-
cess.” That hope was quickly dashed in a spate of acrimonious charges. The
government representative, Augustin Ndindilimana, said he had come to
inform the participants that Rwandan government forces controlled all
national territory, that pushing back against incursions from Uganda was
permitted under ceasefire terms, that the RPF would not let the military
observer group inspect their forward positions nor were they seeking to
join in political dialogue as a recognized party, and that the presence of
Western forces in Rwanda was a guarantee of a political process open to all
Rwandans.*

The RPF representative, Pasteur Bizimungu, said that the Rwandan
government had failed to respect the N’sele Accord. He brought as evi-
dence the continuing presence of foreign troops, the incarceration of politi—
cal prisoners, and the inactivity of the military observer group. Were it not
for foreign troops, the RPF would have achieved military victory. Visits of
the observer group had been turned back because the Rwandan military
insisted on accompanying them everywhere. Hicks found the Rwandan
government intransigent and the RPF legalistic. The Harare meetings, in
sum, made “little progress.”"

For all its early efforts in promoting the peace process in Rwanda,
Washington policy focused largely on other trouble spots in Africa and
deferred to Brussels and Paris on Rwandan issues. As spelled out at the
Bujumbura chiefs of mission conference, US policy had been to “keep
former metropolitan powers (including EC) out in front in solving the
problem.” Since France among European Community partners had troops
on the ground and the most direct entrée to the Habyarimana regime,
Washington policy makers determined to let the French take the lead.*

Three factors seemed to have occasioned deeper US engagement in
the Rwandan crisis in eatly 1992. First, there was general admission among
the tripartite partners—France, Belgium, and the United States—that
the peace initiative mediated by President Mobutu in the context of the
Economic Community of Great Lakes States or the efforts of the Organi-

zation of African Unity was not bringing the conflict to a close. Nor were
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differences among political groups within Rwanda being bridged. In short,
there was little progress after over a year of effort by states from within
the region.”

Second, the nongovernmental and academic communities began to
highlight the continuing seriousness of the crisis. Roger Winter at the US
Committee for Refugees had been urging greater US government atten-
tion to the plight of Banyarwanda refugees since the early 1980s.” Gene
Dewey of the Congressional Hunger Committee had traveled to the area
in March of 1991 and reported that Rwandans wanted help from the out-
side in resolving the crisis.”* In March 1992, academic and government
specialists met under auspices of the State Department’s Bureau of In-
telligence and Research. Invited as a discussant, I returned to Rwandan
questions for the first time in nineteen years. Our panel recognized the
increased corruption under Habyarimana’s administration and attendant
economic decline, the fragile political situation, and the ravages of civil war.
As a counter, we recommended economic and political decentralization
within Rwanda and“the creation of a political system in which both groups
win, i.e., power sharing democracy.””*

The conclusions of the “specialists” convinced the director of Central
African affairs, Ambassador Robert Pringle, to push for a higher US gov-
ernment proﬁle in seeking peace for Rwanda, thus bringing into play the
third reason for US engagement: high-level policy activism. Assistant
Secretary Cohen convened a Policy Coordinating Committee on Rwanda
and Burundi. The committee’s conclusions followed both the track set
down in Bujumbura nearly a year before and the way forward envisioned by
the panel of specialists: democratization and ethnic reconciliation through
diplomatic pressure and program emphasis on these issues by USAID,
USIS, and military assistance. The committee also concluded that “if a
coalition government acceptable to the opposition is formed in Rwanda,
we should urge the French to restart the GOR-RPF negotiations, offering to as-
sist by urging the Ugandans to end their support for the insurgency and
help bring the RPF to negotiate.”’

The African affairs“front office” quickly engaged to implement the new
approach. Deputy Assistant Secretary Robert Houdek visited Kampala in
April right after the formation of a multiparty government in Kigali. He
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confronted Museveni with the outside world’s perception that the RPF
was operating from Uganda:“A definition of sovereignty is that you control
your own territory.” In HoudeKs view, the Rwanda/RPF conflict was ignit-
ing “ethnic tinderbox situations in Rwanda and Burundi” The American
envoy left Kampala with demurrals from the Ugandans and a plea from
Rwandan ambassador Kanyarushoki that the United States get involved
again in trying to bring the sides together.54

After HoudeKs visit to“test the winds,” Assistant Secretary Cohen fol-
lowed up with a May visit to Kampala and Kigali. In Kampala, he heard
an RPF plea for direct intervention in the peace process, the integration
of RPF into the Rwandan army, guarantees of RPF safety, and inter-
nationally observed right of return for all refugees. From Museveni, he
heard, but disputed, the usual demurrals about Ugandan complicity in the
conflict. Cohen agreed to US participation (if all parties assented) as an
observer in a French-led meeting to help along the democratic process and
jump-start negotiations. He suggested the possibility of US technical as-
sistance in setting forth the parameters of a viable ceasefire and in promot-
ing democratization.”

The assistant secretary carried to Kigali assurances from the Patri-
otic Front that it was ready to negotiate and to work toward an observable
ceasefire. Refugees should be able to return freely (a nonnegotiable de-
mand) and the RPF should be integrated into the Rwandan Army. The
RPF doubted, nonetheless, the capacity of the new Rwandan government
to govern and to carry forward an effective negotiation. Museveni, for his
part, was still insisting that the war was between the Rwandan govern-
ment and the RPE He continued to promise full citizenship to Rwandan
refugees who did not want to return to their country and expected that
most of them would want to remain in Uganda.*®

Cohen proposed that the Rwandan and Ugandan governments ne-
gotiate a security pact that would “lock in” commitments of both sides
to peace. The international community would guarantee such a “mutual
security” agreement. Cohen found support for this notion within Ugan-
dan leadership and from the foreign minister of Rwanda, but he met with
initial resistance from President Habyarimana, who wanted to maintain

the posture that Uganda was responsible for the RPF incursion. Cohen
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also suggested to his Rwandan hosts that the integration of armies and
the demobilization of forces be linked and that the right of refugee return
be included in an eventual peace agreement. He told the Rwandan gov-
ernment, as he had offered to the Patriotic Front, that the United States
would be willing to participate as an observer in future negotiations and
would provide US technical assistance in preparations for the talks, if all
parties requested a US presence.”

The Rwandans welcomed a possible US participation as observer at
negotiations with the Front. Minister of Foreign Affairs Boniface Ngu-
linzira told Cohen that Rwanda proposed a two-pronged strategy for
resolving the war: political dialogue with the Rwandan Patriotic Front
and normalization of relations with Uganda. It was significant to the dip-
lomatic structure of the talks that the Rwandan government would no
longer demand a mediating message carrier between the two parties but
would seek “facilitation” of direct, face-to-face negotiations,58

As a follow-up to this approach, and after having checked with the
French, Cohen had Ambassador Johnnie Carson in Uganda facilitate a
face-to-face meeting between the Rwandan government and the RPF in
Kampala. In late May, Foreign Minister Ngulinzira (accompanied by the
interior minister and the minister for refugee affairs) traveled to Uganda to
initiate talks with the RPF and with the Ugandan government. The talks,
delayed a week by hesitations on both sides, were finally held on May 24.”
Ngulinzira later asserted that Cohen’s role had been indispensable in
arranging the projected meeting.®

The French foreign ministry immediately followed up those talks with
an invitation to the two parties to meet in Paris. The parties could set
the agenda and determine the extent of French participation. The minis-
try also informed the parties that, in view of the recent visit made by Mr.
Cohen in the region and the discussions he had there, France had invited
the United States to be associated with the meeting.

To Arusha through Paris

As the Rwandan government and the Rwandese Patriotic Front pre-

pared to meet each other again, this time in Paris, it was in the context of a

38



Ceaseﬁre

dramatically changed peace process. For one, the conflict was lasting longer
than either side had expected. The RPF had hoped for a quick victory
and enthusiastic reception in 1990. Instead, it found a population that fled
before it and a GOR military that eventually dealt it some losses. Initially,
the Rwandan army thought they had won as the RPF forces withdrew to
the mountains between Uganda and Rwanda. Yet a year and a half later,
the sputtering confrontation of forces was taking on the characteristics of
an intractable conflict.

Second, the internal situation within Rwanda had changed signiﬁ—
cantly as well. Since the incursion of October 1, 1990, the Habyarimana
regime had released thousands imprisoned for suspected RPF sympathies,
promulgated a new constitution allowing multiparty government, commit-
ted itself to the programmed return of refugees, offered amnesty to persons
who had joined the RPF cause, and finally, after eight months of nego-
tiations and an aborted first attempt, set up a multiparty coalition gov-
ernment to rule until the next elections. That government now included
parties, such as the so-called Democratic Forces of Change, determined
to replace the established regime through constitutional processes. The
government’s position in any two-party talks was thus greatly complicated,
and Habyarimana’s freedom of maneuver significantly limited.

For all of the changes on the political front, the war that impelled those
changes had drawn to a stalemate. Despite a huge increase in recruitment
and operational expense, the Rwandan government forces were not able to
dislodge or push back RPF forces entrenched in the Virunga Mountains,
or to protect front lines from lightning incursions. The RPF forces were
not able, or not yet willing, to leave their mountain redoubts and advance
southward.®® What united politicians of all stripes within Rwanda was a
desire to end the war that had depopulated large parts of Rwanda’s fer-
tile north, created over a million internally displaced persons, ruined the
economy, and bankrupted the country.

Third, peacemaking had failed, whether under auspices of the Great
Lakes Community and President Mobutu, the interventions of Tanzanian
president Mwinyi, or the efforts of the Organization of African Unity.
For all the presidential summitry, subregional and regional organizations

had not been able to organize an international presence in Rwanda as a
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guarantor of the peace process. As Foreign Minister Ngulinzira was later
to note, ‘Rwanda has had two unfortunate experiences with African ob-
server forces, one ineffective, the other nonexistent.”®> The RPF and the
government met and signed a ceasefire agreement at N'sele and amended
it at Gbadolite, but these had not diminished hostile posturing or armed
conflict along the border. By the admission of all sides, this “African” prob-
lem no longer admitted a purely “African” solution.

Finally, the position of donors had evolved. Belgium and France had
both been active on the diplomatic front since October 1990, with France
supporting Mobutu’s efforts and Belgium favoring OAU initiatives. Now,
in the wake of the Bugesera massacres, Belgium had been particularly
strenuous in its condemnation of the Habyarimana regime, while French
patience with the Rwandan army's performance was wearing thin. Both
sought a more vigorous engagement as a way out of an apparent dead end.

The Rwandese Patriotic Front and the Rwandan government had en-
treated Assistant Secretary Cohen to lead a new mediation. The United
States, with its usual proclivity for regional approaches in conflict resolu-
tion, first suggested the EC as an appropriate mediating institution.”” The
US government finally had agreed to provide some technical assistance to
the peace process and to be linked formally to future talks as an “observer.”
Thus, the parties were coming to Paris with the peace process now being
managed by donor partners rather than by African states.

Two things remained constant in this protracted history of political
change and military stalemate: the willingness of the Habyarimana regime
to countenance or connive in ethnic violence at times of acute political
tension, and the proclivity of the Patriotic Front to use military coercion
to enhance its negotiating posture. A prime example of the former was the
Bugesera massacres, perpetrated just as the Habyarimana regime was re-
sisting pressure to form a coalition government. A good illustration of the
latter came as the principals were on their way to Paris. On June 5, the day
that peace talks were to begin, the RPF launched an attack in the center
north at Byumba. France brought in an additional company of troops to
protect its citizens in Kigali. It looked like the logic of war was again to
win out over the logic of peace. Yet, though somewhat delayed, the Paris
talks went forward on June 6. The US embassy in Paris concluded that“as
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far as we can ascertain neither the June 5 RPF attack in northern Rwanda
nor the French deployment of an additional army company had any direct
resonance in the talks.”®*

THE UNITED STATES JOINS THE DIALOGUE

The United States accepted the invitation of the French government
and the parties to be “present” at the Paris talks, sending Jeffrey Davidow,
the senior deputy assistant secretary for African affairs. Davidow engaged
both sides on the substantive issues facing the talks: the when and how of
a ceasefire, the agenda for political talks, the relation between the process
of democratization within the country and the RPF demands for inclusion
within the polity, and how to deal with repatriation of refugees into an
already overpopulated country.”

In the talks with Ambassador Davidow, the Rwandan government
delegation reaffirmed its two-track approach, patching up relations with
Uganda even as it initiated talks with the RPE On the other side, RPF
chief negotiator Pasteur Bizimungu held that “the transition government
should be broad based and have the agreement of all parties, even those
not included in it Regarding the talks, Davidow predicted that“successes,
if there are any, will be minimal."* That is why, in his meeting with French
director for African affairs Dijoud, Davidow noted that the Rwandans
could not solve their problem alone. He urged the French to consider a
mediation role, perhaps in conjunction with the Tanzanians, who did not
have the resources to go it alone. “It is more important that the mediator
be powerful than that it be neutral,” Davidow insisted.” As for the United
States, it was willing to be present in the process but would have difficulty
contributing manpower or money other than some technical advice to the

negotiators and assistance for refugees.

WHAT WAS CONCLUDED AND WHAT WAS NOT

The Paris talks finally began on June 6, 1992. Except for a French and
US presence at the opening and closing sessions, the three-day talks were
direct and closed-door. The closing communiqué reafhrmed the mediation
of Mobutu while reserving the right to face-to-face “facilitated” talks. The

parties asked neighboring countries as well as the OAU, France, Belgium,
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and the United Sates to be Observers to the negotiations. As regards the
implementation of a ceasefire, the parties“affirmed their political will to put
an end to the war, reafhrmed the Validity of the N'sele Accord of March 29,
1991, and asked the OAU secretary general to provide information on an
OAU monitoring role. On a possible agenda for negotiations, the parties
retained from the Rwandan government the question of national unity
and the democratization process and from the Rwandan Patriotic Front
the fusion of the two armies, a transitional government with an enlarged
base, and political guarantees. The two parties agreed to meet again July
10-12 in Africa (either in Zaire or Tanzania) for substantive discussion on
a ceasefire.®® Less than a month later, direct talks between Foreign Minister
Ngulinzira and RPF chairman Kanyarengwe at the OAU ministerial in
the presence of the Senegalese foreign minister (Senegal had just taken
over as chair of the OAU) firmed up these understandings.

What was not in the communiqué was the very large arena still con-
tested by the two sides. There was no agreement on how refugees should
be repatriated. The coalition government wanted to preserve the institu-
tions that the 1991 constitution put in place and expand them to include
RPF participation; the RPF wanted to dismantle the current government
and rewrite the constitution. The government wanted to move forward to
new elections that would provide the basis for multiparty participation in
government; the RPF wanted to hold national elections at the end of the
interim 