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by Major Brent Beardsley 

LEARNING FROM THE RWANDAN 
GENOCIDE OF 1994 TO STOP 
THE GENOCIDE IN DARFUR – PART 1
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Refugees from the Genocide, April 1994.

Introduction

From April until July 1994, within a period of about 
100 days, approximately 800,000 human beings were

murdered in the Rwandan Genocide.1 The international 
community, including Canada, failed to prevent or suppress
this atrocity and largely stood by while hundreds of 
thousands died in one of the most rapidly perpetrated and
deadliest of genocides in history. In 2004, while the world
commemorated the Rwandan Genocide and lamented 
its own failure in Rwanda, genocide had been yet again 
exposed in Darfur, Sudan. To date, this latest genocide has
claimed between 100,000 and 350,000 lives. Additionally,
approximately two million people have been forced into
inhuman physical conditions in refugee and displaced 
persons camps, which are claiming lives at a rate of 
between 10,000 and 35,000 persons each month.2 Does the
international community have an obligation to stop the 
genocide in Darfur? What mistakes did we make in Rwanda
in 1994 in the failure to prevent or to suppress the genocide?
What can we learn from our mistakes in Rwanda to ensure
that the world does not fail in Darfur? These are the three
central questions of this article.

This writer will now attempt to introduce and to develop
some of the major lessons that Canadian policy makers and their
advisors should take away from the Rwandan Genocide, with a
view to assisting them as they continue to develop Canada’s
response to the genocide in Darfur. The article will be presented
in two successive issues of this journal. In this issue, the focus
will be on the crime of genocide and the Rwandan experience of
1994 with a view to describing the nature of this crime against
humanity, and to place the international community’s response to
acts of genocide within a moral, legal, policy and strategic frame-
work for action by using the Rwandan Genocide as a case study.

In 2005, it is expected that the long anticipated foreign and
defence policy reviews will finally be promulgated. Hopefully,
they will generate considerable debate in Canada as we and
other nations continue to wrestle with our responses to crimes
of genocide as they are perpetrated throughout the world.
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Genocide and the Genocide Convention

Genocide is an old crime against humanity that has been
given a relatively new label. History is full of examples

of one group of humans exterminating another group of
humans.3 During and immediately following the Holocaust 
of the Second World War perpetuated by Germany’s Third
Reich, Raphael Lemkin, a Polish jurist, invented the word
genocide by combining the Greek work “genos”, meaning a
people or a tribe, and the Latin word “cide”, meaning killing
or murder.4 The moral outrage of humanity, based upon 
exposure to the Holocaust, resulted in the Nuremberg Trials
of 1945. Lemkin dedicated his life to lobbying the international
community to recognize genocide as a distinct crime against
humanity and enshrining in law the obligation to prevent,
suppress and punish perpetrators of this horrific crime. The
culmination of his lobbying efforts, which occurred from
1943-1948, resulted in the promulgation of the International
Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime
of Genocide on 9 December 1948.5 Canada ratified the
Convention on 28 November 1949. It was then ratified by 
the requisite number of nations and came into being on 
12 January 1951. At present, approximately 142 nations have
ratified the Convention, and it has become firmly embedded
in international law.6

Genocide has been virtually universally condemned as a
moral wrong that demands a response from humanity. The
wholesale murder of innocent men, women and children, for
no other reason than their identity, is now considered a crime
that demands that moral response, based upon the simple
premise that genocide must be prevented, suppressed and
punished wherever and whenever it threatens our world. 

Since 1951, the Convention has had a checkered impact
upon preventing, suppressing and punishing genocide. It was
not used to prevent genocides in Burundi, Iran, Bangladesh,
Iraq, Indonesia, Cambodia, Rwanda, Bosnia and Timor, and
it continues to fail to this day in locations such as Dafur and the
Congo.7 In other cases, it has been used with some success,
the major example of which was in Kosovo in 1999.8

Additionally, it was not until 1998 that the first punishment
for the crime of genocide, under the terms of the 1948
Convention, was obtained through the conviction of Jean-Paul
Akayesu for his participation in the Rwandan atrocity.9 Thus,
the Convention, while firmly established in international law and
jurisprudence, has had a spotty record of actually preventing,
suppressing and punishing the crime of genocide.

The Convention “confirms that genocide, whether 
committed in time of peace or in time of war, is a crime under
international law which, they (the contracting parties) 
undertake to prevent and to punish.” It further states that
genocide means “any of the following acts committed with
intent to destroy in whole or in part, a national, ethnical,
racial or religious group, such as:

a. killing members of the group; 

b. causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of 
the group;

c. deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life
calculated to bring about its physical destruction in
whole or in part;

d. imposing measures intended to prevent births within 
the group; and/or

e. forcibly transferring children of the group to 
another group”.10

The Convention further defines acts of genocide 
inclusively as:

a. committing genocide;

b. conspiracy to commit genocide;

c. direct and public incitement to commit genocide;

d. attempting to commit genocide; and

e. complicity in genocide.11

It must be understood that perpetrators do not have 
to murder an entire people to commit the crime of 
genocide. Merely the intention to destroy a part of a 
protected group by lethal or non-lethal means, and 
planning, conspiring, inciting, aiding and abetting these 
acts are sufficient to meet the legal threshold of 
committing genocide. The failure to prevent, suppress 
or punish genocide has not been due to a lack of clarity 
in the law, but, rather, due to a lack of will to actually 
enforce the law. Nations, operating largely out of 
self-interest, have ignored the obligations of the law 
when it served their interests to do so, or they have 
used the law to justify their actions when it served their 
interests. 

Map of Rwanda 
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As codified in Article VIII of the Convention, any 
contracting party “may call upon the competent organs of 
the United Nations to take such action under the Charter of the
United Nations (specifically, Chapter 7) as they consider
appropriate for the prevention and suppression of acts 
of genocide.”12 The Convention therefore imposes three 
obligations on the contracting parties – to prevent, to 
suppress and to punish the crime of genocide wherever 
it occurs in our world. 

After the genocide in Rwanda, the United Nations
Security Council, upon investigating those events, concluded
that genocide had in fact taken place, and established the
International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda to punish 
the key perpetrators.13 In addition, individuals such as 
U.S. President Bill Clinton,14 former U.N. Secretary-General
of the United Nations Boutros Boutros-Ghali,15 the current
U.N. Secretary-General Koffi Annan,16 and various commissions
of inquiry by the United Nations,17 the Organization of
African Unity,18 Human Rights Watch19 and the governments
of France and Belgium have all determined that genocide
took place in Rwanda and that the international community
had failed to live up to its responsibility, in accordance 
with the Convention, to prevent or suppress it.

Partially in response to the failure in Rwanda, and in
direct response to the challenge issued in September 2000 
by Secretary-General Koffi Annan in his millennium 
report, We, the Peoples,20 which addressed this issue, the
Government of Canada charged the Independent International
Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS) to
conduct a comprehensive examination of the relationship
between humanitarian intervention and state sovereignty.21

The Commission was the creation of Canada’s Foreign
Minister, Lloyd Axworthy, who, at that time, was trying to
shift the nation’s foreign policy from a Cold War posture to a
post-Cold War philosophy, based upon the concept of 
human security. This Commission completed its work 
in 2001 and its report, entitled The Responsibility to 
Protect, (R2P) was presented to the Secretary-General 
and the United Nations on 18 December 2001. It is expected
that R2P will feature prominently in both the latest foreign
policy and defence reviews, and it should have a 
major impact on the Canadian Forces and its operations in
the first decades of the 21st Century.22 It is also the opinion 
of this writer that R2P will provide one of the best and 
clearest blueprints of need for the future force development
of the Canadian Forces that we have had available to us since
the end of the Cold War. The intention to adopt the findings
of this Commission was best articulated in the address by
Prime Minister Paul Martin to the United Nations on 
22 September 2004. 23

The central theme of R2P is “the idea that sovereign
states have a responsibility to protect their own citizens 
from avoidable catastrophe, but that when they are 
unwilling or unable to do so, that responsibility must be
borne by the broader community of states.”24 This finding 
is unique and significant for two major reasons. First, 
it challenges the Westphalian model of sovereignty and 
self-determination/non-intervention that has governed 

international relations for the last 400 years. Secondly, 
it has established a policy that directs the use of a bi-polar
strategy to protect human beings from gross, man-made 
and preventable human catastrophes. 

Since the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648, the nation-state
has been the principal entity in international relations. 
The Westphalian system, in its simplest form, is based upon
the premise that states are sovereign and whatever they do
within their own boundaries and to their own people is 
protected by that sovereignty. In addition, it grants the right
of self-determination for each nation in the development of
its own internal policies, and generally prohibits outside
nations from intervening in the internal affairs of other states. 

It was this system that Dr. Raphael Lemkin challenged
before the Second World War, when he became aware that the
perpetrators of the Armenian genocide, since they were 
servants of the Turkish government, would never be held
responsible for their gross crimes against humanity. This was
because there was no international law to punish members of
a state for the systematic murder of their own people. Lemkin
dedicated his life to challenging the Westphalian system and
he succeeded in doing so through the adoption of the
Genocide Convention of 1948. The Convention continued 
the process of challenging the absolute sovereignty of nations
and holding states responsible to a higher standard in the
treatment of their citizens, making them accountable for any
crimes they may perpetrate against their people. As Hedley
Bull stated in his seminal work, The Anarchial: A Study of
Order in World Politics, “Carried to its logical extreme, the
doctrine of human rights and duties under international law 
is subversive of the whole principle that mankind should 
be organized as a society of sovereign states.”25

The second major significance of R2P is that this report
encourages and justifies the use of a bi-polar strategy in 
dealing with preventable humanitarian catastrophes, 
such as genocide. It encourages the use of ‘non-battle’ or
‘non-force’ methods, such as private and public diplomacy,
media exposure, international condemnation and restrictions
such as embargoes, travel bans, the freezing of assets, 
the use of sanctions, commissions of inquiry and traditional
Chapter 6 peacekeeping operations. The latter can be 
either unarmed military/civilian observer missions or lightly
armed, defensively employed
peacekeeping forces.26 If 
non-battle or non-force means
are not effective in preventing
or suppressing a humanitarian
catastrophe, the report recom-
mends moving to battle means,
if the use of force will not 
create a wider war with 
higher casualties, using force as
a tool of last resort. The specific
tool of humanitarian inter-
vention could thus be authorized
to use military force to prevent
and suppress these crimes
against humanity. It was clear,

“The Westphalian 
system, in its simplest

form, is based upon
the premise that states

are sovereign and
whatever they do 
within their own

boundaries and to
their own people 

is protected by that
sovereignty.”
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from both the report and its background papers, that the
Commission understood that Chapter 7 of the United Nations
Charter would need to be invoked to provide the mandate for
the intervention, and that a combat capable force with robust
Rules of Engagement (ROEs) would be needed to suppress
the genocide by actual combat, if necessary.27

To place the escalation of R2P within a conceptual
framework, Clausewitz, in his masterpiece On War, provided
a model of war based upon two types of wars.28 The first type
was an unlimited or total war policy, in which political 
objectives would be achieved through a strategy of annihilation.
This would be accomplished through campaigns at the 
operational level of a war of manoeuvre and/or attrition, and
by battles at the tactical level using fire and movement to win
a decisive battle of annihilation, and to achieve victory. 

The second type of war was limited war, or, as we could
label it today, a policy of conflict and conflict resolution,
where the political objectives are achieved using a bi-polar
strategy of a non-battle pole and/or a battle pole. With
respect to the non-battle pole, the state seeks to use the
means articulated in R2P to achieve its policy objectives
without resorting to the offensive use of force. The battle
pole can be used to wage an operational campaign of
manoeuvre or attrition, in conjunction with non-battle means,
to achieve the desired political objectives. At the tactical
level, the use of fire and movement remains the tool to
achieve battlefield successes in support of the overall 
campaign plan, and, ultimately, the achievement of policy
objectives through the use of a bi-polar strategy.29

Since the end of the Cold War, the international 
community in general and Canada in particular have clearly
confined themselves to the limited war side of the construct,
using a bi-polar strategy to deal with threats to international
peace and security. The preference of Canada and most other
states, including many of our traditional allies, and in line
with the findings in the Responsibility to Protect report, is 
to first use and exhaust all elements of a non-battle pole 
strategy. Only when those means have clearly failed have

Canada and other middle
powers turned to the use of
the battle pole if policy
objectives merit the use of
force. In some cases, such as
in Gulf War One, in Kosovo
and in Afghanistan, the 
government of Canada and a
substantial number of its 
traditional allies have 
demonstrated the resolve to
use force in a battle pole
strategy. 

In other cases, such as 
in Rwanda, Canada, its tradi-
tional allies and the wider
international community, as
represented by the United
Nations, did not use the 
battle pole, but confined 

their response to a non-battle strategy. The use of this 
particular strategy in Rwanda did not prevent or suppress 
the genocide, which was allowed to run its course.30

The following figure provides a diagram of the conceptual
model described earlier.31

The effective use of a bi-polar strategy comes with 
the understanding by policy-makers that not every 
international challenge can be solved by sole use of 
non-battle means, and that the use of force must be 
considered, when appropriate, to suppress humanitarian
catastrophes. On the other side, military strategists must
understand that every problem is not a ‘nail’ and does not
necessarily require a ‘hammer’ solution. The melding of 
the two poles of the bi-polar strategy will be the greatest
challenge, and this melding offers great opportunities 
for success to Canadian policy makers. 

Darfur 

Is genocide taking place in Darfur? As noted earlier, 
the Convention states that genocide is “the intention 

to destroy in whole or in part members of a national, 
ethnic, racial or religious group as such.” The people 
of Darfur are black Africans with distinct tribal and 
ethnic affiliations, thus making them members of ethnic 
and racial groups. Secondly, genocide is committed by
“killing, causing serious body or mental harm, deliberately
inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring
about its physical destruction in whole or in part, imposing
measure intended to prevent births within the group and/or
forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.”
The Janjaweed militia has murdered tens of thousands of
human beings in Darfur. It has subjected men to execution,
women to gang rape and branding, it has separated men 
from women, thus preventing births and abducted children,
whom, it is alleged, are being sold into slavery. In addition, it
has destroyed homes, wells, farms, and crops to displace the
population to camps inside and outside Sudan. These camps
are located in desert areas with the most extreme weather
conditions, without access to water, food, shelter or medical
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support. Given these well-documented
facts, these acts of genocide meet the
requirement for defining the situation in
Darfur as genocide.32

Under the Genocide Convention, the
contracting parties, including Canada, are
obliged “to take such action under the 
UN Charter as they consider appropriate 
to prevent and suppress these acts of 
genocide.” Therefore, it can be concluded
that genocide is taking place in Darfur and 
that the international community, including
Canada, has a legal, in addition to a moral,
obligation to intervene.33

As the current situation in Darfur
develops, the catastrophe has been labelled
genocide by the Bush Administration, by large parts of 
the media and by non-governmental organizations, 
such as Genocide Watch.34 To date, the efforts to confront 
the genocide have been limited to a non-battle pole 
strategy including quiet and public diplomacy, media 
exposure and condemnation, the threat of sanctions, 
humanitarian assistance, deployment of an observer mission
and the deployment of a traditional Chapter 6-type peace-
keeping mission. This is being led by the African Union with
a limited mandate, restrictive Rules of Engagement and a
lack of a combat capability. 

Since these actions have been taken, there has not been,
according to government, non-government and media
sources, any change in the behaviour of the government of
Sudan.35 It is either unwilling or unable to prevent or suppress
the genocide, and in accordance with our moral outrage, the
Genocide Convention and the tenets of R2P, the international
community, including Canada, must now consider if and
when it will assume the responsibility to protect the victims
in Darfur by suppressing the genocide. If non-battle pole
actions continue to have no effect, at some point in the near
future, policy and strategic decision makers must confront
the question of whether they will have to move to the battle
pole and conduct a humanitarian intervention using military
force, or whether they will continue to follow a strategy in
the non-battle pole. At present, our strategy appears to be on
hold, as the African Union has insisted that it will take the
lead in stopping the genocide there. Our response has been to
support them in their efforts to achieve a non-violent solution
to the problem. While this effort is commendable, it would be
prudent for contingency planning to be conducted should
these efforts fail, and we later determine that we must move
to a battle pole in order to suppress the genocide. 

Canada and its allies have pursued a strategy confined to
the non-battle pole. Efforts previously listed have been 
initiated, but have not to date changed the behaviour of the
Sudanese government. The genocide continues. We should
not be surprised. For 40 years, the regimes in Khartoum have
employed genocide as a tool in their ethnic, racial and 
religious consolidation of power. For forty years, African
Christians in south Sudan have been subjected to genocide.
In the 1980s, the Dinka people were almost exterminated. 

In the 1990s, the Nuba people were almost
exterminated in similar circumstances. 
The various governments of Sudan, with
virtual immunity, have repeatedly resorted
to genocide as a matter of domestic 
policy that has claimed the lives of up to
two million of their citizens.36

It is unlikely that the Sudanese 
government will change its behaviour until
it is convinced that the international 
community is serious and it is recognized
that there is more to lose than to gain by
continuing a policy of genocide. This 
may well require a shift to the battle pole
and a humanitarian intervention, using 
military force to suppress the genocide. 

However, before such a shift from the non-battle pole is
considered or conducted, it might be helpful to examine some
lessons from the Rwandan genocide to ensure that such 
a shift is realistic and can be effective.

The Rwanda Genocide of 1994

The genocide in Rwanda in 1994 was preceded by a 
three-year civil war, which ended in August of 1993 with

the signing of the Arusha Peace Agreement between the
Rwandan government and the Rwandan Patriotic Front. 
It called upon the international community to provide 
a neutral international force to assist in the implementation 
of that agreement, which would end the war, to establish a 
broad based transitional government, to conduct a complete
demobilization of the military and police forces of the 
parties, to end human rights abuses and to create a new
national army and gendarmerie. Finally, it was to conduct 
a national election, which, it was hoped, would establish 
a multi-party and multi-ethnic liberal democracy in Rwanda.37

As the Organization of African Unity refused to provide
the neutral international force, citing a lack of financial
resources and experience, the United Nations was invited to
provide the requisite force and to assist the people of Rwanda
in their pursuit of peace, democracy and human rights.38

This invitation came at a time when UN peacekeeping 
missions had doubled in recent years, and the panacea 
solution to every international conflict appeared to be the
deployment of a peacekeeping force. The international 
community, including the United Nations, was sunk in a
quagmire in Bosnia and Somalia by the fall of 1993, and the
demands for troops, materiel and funding to sustain ongoing
missions was raising opposition, particularly in the 
United States, against even more missions.

In July 1993, Brigadier-General Roméo Dallaire of
Canada was first to lead a small observer mission, later to
lead the reconnaissance mission to Rwanda, and, finally, 
he was appointed Force Commander of the United Nations
Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR). General Dallaire
was provided with virtually no information or expertise 
on the mission area or the background to the conflict 
by the government of Canada, and when he travelled 

“It is unlikely that the
Sudanese government

will change its 
behavior until it is 

convinced that 
the international 

community is serious
and it is recognized
that there is more 

to lose than to gain 
by continuing a policy

of genocide.”
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to New York, he received only the most tertiary information on
the history, culture and the recent conflict in Rwanda. He was
expected to gather for himself the knowledge and expertise in
order to identify the root causes of the conflict that had severely
damaged the country politically, economically and socially.39

During his reconnaissance mission there in August/
September 1993, General Dallaire requested current intelligence,
but he was either denied such, or given very limited access to
the information available to many of the key international
players in Rwanda, namely, the United States, France and
Belgium, amongst others. Without background knowledge of
the history and culture of Rwanda and without timely, accurate
and relevant intelligence about the current players, their agendas
and the situation on the ground, General Dallaire literally went
into the mission a ‘blind man’. 

This lack of knowledge produced an absence of under-
standing of the artificial but deep politically initiated and
exploited ethnic divisions within the nation. General Dallaire
was also not made aware of the existence of a shadowy
extremist group within the Rwandan government, which had
no intention of implementing the peace agreement and only
feigned support while it prepared for the apocalypse to follow.
There was also a failure to appreciate that the moderate members
of the government, who were lobbying and presenting a positive
picture of the Arusha Agreement, were, in fact, in a weak and
vulnerable position, and they were fully aware of the threat
of the extremists and their apocalyptic agenda. These moderates
did not share this information with General Dallaire for fear
of losing their only hope for international assistance to create
a power shift in their favour in Rwanda.40

Based on this lack of knowledge of Rwanda’s past and in
the absence of current intelligence information, the conceived
mission became a traditional Chapter 6 peacekeeping operation
with light equipment, defensive rules of engagement, and no
intelligence gathering capability. In fact, what was required
was a more robust mission, capable of fully enforcing the
Arusha Peace Agreement.41 However, as the international
community including the United Nations was bogged down
in the Balkans and Somalia, there was little appetite for yet
another dangerous and challenging mission that might
require the offensive use of force. A Chapter 6, traditional
peacekeeping mission was the only option the international
community was then prepared to support.

In addition to the aforementioned misconceptions, the
mission was not provided with skilled and experienced experts
and their essential inputs into the political, economic, humani-
tarian, and human rights domains of the operational planning.
The result was an operational plan, conceived largely as a
military operation, that ignored the requirement for a long-term,
comprehensive political, economic, social, humanitarian, human
rights, and security campaign plan designed to address the
root causes of the conflict and to enable the nation to peacefully
transition from a brutal and corrupt military dictatorship into
a fully functioning democracy with a viable economy.42

Upon returning to New York in September 1993 to lobby
for approval of the mission, General Dallaire was confronted
with an absence of political will amongst member states, 
particularly the ‘Big Five’ on the Security Council, but also
amongst bureaucrats within the U.N. Secretariat. The focus
of all of them appeared to be on the situations in Somalia and
the Balkans, exacerbated by the horrendous debt situation then
confronting the United Nations. With the exception of France
and Belgium, there was little interest in Rwanda, its situation and
its requirements. Nations were fatigued from peacekeeping
missions and all the costs they entailed. Additionally, countries
now in the aftermath of the Cold War were rapidly reducing their
armed forces to address deficit situations and redirect resources
to domestic social programs. There was little appetite for ‘yet
another’ peacekeeping mission where few if any international
players had any interests, other then those of a humanitarian
nature. Public opinion in the early 1990s was revelling in the
end of the Cold War, and it was largely fixated upon national
economic, fiscal and social problems, and not upon issues of
international peace and security, especially in a nation that
most citizens of the west could not locate on a map.

Due largely to the lobbying of key members of the
Secretariat, such as Koffi Annan, General Dallaire, and a joint
delegation from the parties in Rwanda, modest support for
the mission was finally obtained.43 However, the force structure
was capped at the minimum viable level of 2500 troops. The
mission was expected to be “fast, cheap and bloodless.” Major
western nations, including Canada, refused to send contingents.
Only Belgium, the former colonial power, was prepared to
contribute well-led, trained, equipped, and supported troops.
Despite a reluctance at accepting a contingent from the former
colonial power, the Belgian offer ultimately had to be
accepted since there were no other combat-capable contingents
available. The balance of the force would be made up of ad
hoc contingents from Third World nations that would lack the

Brigadier-General Roméo Dallaire in Rwanda.
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equipment, training and experience required to operate in a
complex security environment. 

The mission was restricted to defensive Rules of
Engagement with an assistance or restricted peacekeeping
mandate, and within very narrow time and cost limits. Use of
force, for any reason other than self-defence, was prohibited,
although General Dallaire wanted and mistakenly believed he
had obtained more robust Rules of Engagement to fulfil the
more dangerous tasks, agreed to by the parties in the Arusha
Peace Agreement. These included arms recovery operations,
the prevention of crimes against humanity and the neutralization
of armed gangs.

Finally, the mission was directed to seek “financial
economies,” which became a license for the denial of even
minimal financial and logistical support to the mission. This
mission was simply not a major issue, a vital security interest,
or a matter of significant public opinion for most members of the
international community, even within the armed forces of those
nations directed to provide contingents.44

Upon approval of the mandate in October 1993, 
General Dallaire proceeded to Rwanda, and over the next four
months, his force deployed, in spite of severe financial, logistical
and equipment shortfalls. The force was desperately short of
vehicles, communications equipment and all manner of other
materiel. Contingents deployed with no reserve stocks of water,
food, ammunition, medical supplies, stores or spare parts 
expecting the UN to provide all reserve stocks, which, as it mate-
rialized, it was financially unable to do. While the force reached
its peak manpower level by April 1994, it never approached
so much as a minimum state of operational effectiveness.45

Concurrent with the deployment of this ‘toothless tiger’
named UNAMIR, the political process in Rwanda stalemated
and the security situation began to deteriorate from late
November 1993 until the resumption of hostilities and the
outbreak of genocide in April 1994. General destabilization,
assassinations, massacres, increasing ethnic propaganda and
the recruiting, training and arming of militia groups became
the order of the day. Pleas from UNAMIR for reinforcement
and financial/logistics support were rejected. In addition, a

number of moderate informants in the army,
the gendarmerie, the government, the civil
service, the church and even in the
extremist camp stepped forward and
warned UNAMIR of the plans for genocide
to be conducted under the cover of a
renewal of hostilities. When General
Dallaire lobbied for more aggressive 
pre-emptive actions by UNAMIR, his
request was denied, and the UN and major
powers confirmed their intention of using
a non-battle pole strategy only, imposing
severe restrictions on the mission at the
operational and tactical level. No strategic
contingency plans or preparations were
made in the event that diplomacy, aid,
economic threats, media condemnation, or
peacekeeping operations failed. The failure
to even consider the use of force, as 

sanctioned by both parties to the conflict in the Arusha Peace
Agreement and the Kigali Weapons Secure Area Agreement,
directly resulted in the inability of UNAMIR to prevent 
the genocide.46

On 6 April 1994, the President of Rwanda was killed
when his aircraft was shot down at Kigali Airport. Within 
24 hours, in what was obviously a well-planned and coordinated
operation, all the moderate leaders in Rwanda, including
members of the Tutsis and Hutu ethnic groups, were either
murdered or were in hiding. UNAMIR was directed not to
intervene, and its Rules of Engagement on the morning of 
7 April 1994 were even further restricted to using force only
if its members were directly fired upon. This restriction,
combined with national direction to contingents that they were
to place all efforts on force protection and avoid any use of
force with the belligerents, relegated UNAMIR members to the
status of bystanders. With UNAMIR’s inability to contain or
influence the situation on the ground, the Rwandan Patriotic
Front resumed hostilities that day, and it would continue its
military campaign until it achieved victory in July 1994.

However, behind the resumption of hostilities, a more
sinister operation was in progress. This was a deliberate
campaign of genocide to exterminate every Tutsis and moderate
Hutu in Rwanda. While the word genocide was not used until
late April 1994, the reports emanating from UNAMIR, the
media and various embassies during those early days in April
document the rapid implementation of planned genocide.47 

General Dallaire quickly called for reinforcement of the
mission, logistical support, and a mandate to stop 
the killing.48 His requests were denied, and, in fact, the debate
within the international community was not whether to move
to a battle pole strategy to contain the situation and to stop
the genocide, but rather, it was all about abandoning Rwanda.
It was clear by 10 April that the non-battle pole strategy had
failed to prevent genocide. Belgium, which initially had
called for reinforcement, did an about face, and, supported 
by the United States, Great Britain, Russia and, albeit 
reluctantly, by France, called for a complete withdrawal 
of UNAMIR and the abandonment of the Rwandan people to
their fate.49
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Rwandan Patriotic Front Troops enter Kigali, December 1993.
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The only attempt at an intervention was the arrival of
one of the finest and most elite ad hoc coalition of Western
military forces, which, within three days, deployed 
approximately 2000 U.S. Marines, French and Belgian 
paratroopers and Italian special forces to Rwanda and its
environs.50 However, their mission was not to reinforce
UNAMIR or to intervene to save lives in Rwanda. They were
deployed to evacuate foreign nationals (mostly Caucasians)
from Rwanda. The speed with which this action was 
perpetrated would forever nullify the lame excuse that the
military force required for intervention simply could not 
be assembled. In fact, it was assembled and deployed 
within 72 hours, but not for the purpose for which it should
have been deployed.

With the evacuation of foreign nationals largely 
completed by 14 April, the calls for complete evacuation of
UNAMIR and the abandonment of the Rwandan people
intensified. It was only due to the lobbying of international
human rights groups, the non-aligned members of the
Security Council and other interested parties that the decision
was finally taken to reduce but not withdraw UNAMIR.
However, the new mandate of 21 April 1994 only provided a
force of 270 personnel and provided no authority or means to
intervene to save lives in Rwanda. UNAMIR was to remain a
Chapter 6 traditional peacekeeping force, with little-to-no
combat or logistics capability, a restricted mandate, and 
limited Rules of Engagement.51 The international community
would not shift to a battle pole strategy when clearly the 
non-battle pole stance would be unable to suppress 
the genocide. This decision only served to encourage the 
perpetrators of the atrocities, who, we now know, concluded
that they had received a carte blanche from the world to 
conduct genocide.52

Despite its restricted mandate, its capabilities and its
precarious situation on the ground, UNAMIR, with a force of
just 454 soldiers, eventually took under its protection up 
to 40,000 Rwandans. Restricted in the use of force to 
self-defence only, and given its tenuous logistical situation
and its lack of combat capability, it never had the ability 
to intervene against the genocide. Most days its members
merely tried to survive another day. Without a battle 
pole mandate and capability, genocide simply could not be
suppressed in Rwanda.53

Throughout April, May and June, the murder of hundreds
of thousands of innocent men, women and children continued
with immunity. Men and boys were murdered. Women and 
girls were gang raped, often in front of their families, before they
were also murdered. Most died from machete or club wounds.
The lucky ones who had money could pay for a bullet for
themselves or their families. Few were spared. The killings took
place not only in homes or on the roads and fields of Rwanda,
but also in churches, which, in an overwhelmingly Catholic
country, had always been places of refuge. As a Baptist 
missionary later stated to Time magazine, “There are no devils
left in hell. They have all gone to Rwanda.”

The perpetrators were not only members of the
Presidential Guard, the army, the police, the ruthless Interhamwe
and Impuzmugambi militias, but also included politicians, civil

servants, church leaders, and far too many ordinary civilians.
All of this horror took place in the full view of UNAMIR, the
few journalists who braved the trip to Kigali, and the only
humanitarian agencies to remain on the ground in Rwanda,
namely, the International Committee of the Red Cross, and
Doctors without Borders. Each and every day, official 
and unofficial reports, photos and videos, media stories and 
telephone conversations relayed the details of the genocide to
the world, and the world largely remained silent. Television
channels were changed, articles were not read, reports were
filed and the international community did next-to-nothing 
to stop the genocide. The moral and the legal obligation to
stop genocide was at first ignored, due to a lack of 
international, national, public, and military will to intervene
and to suppress it. 

As awareness of the genocide increased, largely 
generated by the media, calls for a humanitarian intervention,
particularly by African states, intensified in May 1994.54

Fearing the obligation to intervene within a hostile domestic
political environment after the debacle in Somalia, the
United States and other nations refused to acknowledge that
genocide was taking place. Instead, they adopted a policy of
“wait and see,” embodied by a failed non-battle pole 
strategy.55 Finally, under enormous public and international
pressure, the Security Council approved UNAMIR II on 
17 May 1994.56 However, the force never deployed. Delayed
largely by the United States for financial, logistical 
and equipment reasons, not a single contingent of the 
intervention force arrived in Rwanda until after the genocide
was ended by the victory of the Rwandan Patriotic Front 
on 17 July 1994.57 
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Major Beardsley at his awards ceremony on 18 July 1995, 
where he received the Meritorious Service Cross from Governor-
General Roméo Leblanc. 
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UNAMIR II arrived, not to suppress genocide, but to
count the bodies and assist the survivors. An intervention 
that required deployment in days and weeks actually took
months. In fact, the entire UNAMIR II force, which was 
supposed to be situated in the country within five weeks, 
took five months to complete its full deployment. In addition,
a mandate that could then be seen as requiring years 
to achieve was confined to months. No attempt was 
subsequently made to develop a long-term comprehensive
plan to rebuild Rwanda.58

The experience of UNAMIR in Rwanda is a clear 
example of the failure of a non-battle pole strategy to 
suppress genocide. What was clearly needed, and what 
now is widely acknowledged, is that a battle pole 
strategy, after the failure of all non- battle means to 
prevent the genocide had been exhausted, was required 
to suppress it. The failure to even consider a battle 
pole strategy directly resulted in one of the worst 
genocides in modern history and in what the 
Organization of African United has labelled “the preventable
genocide”.59

Conclusion

Within this article, the crime of genocide has been
defined, and the moral, legal and policy obligations to

prevent, suppress and punish genocide have been introduced.
The use of bi-polar strategy for genocide prevention and 
suppression has been explained and illustrated. Additionally,
the situation in Darfur has been described with a view to 
confirming that genocide is taking place there, and that 
the moral, legal and policy thresholds for humanitarian 
intervention to suppress genocide have been met. Finally, the
failure to prevent or suppress the genocide in Rwanda in
1994 has been examined with a view to identifying in the
next issue lessons from our failure, which may assist
Canadian policy makers and their strategic advisors as we
consider Canada’s response to the genocide in Darfur. When
prevention and the use of non-battle pole means fail, the shift
to a battle pole and the use of military force to suppress a
genocide may be the only viable means of stopping it. 

Continued in the summer issue.
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