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O
n April 6, 1994, the airplane carry-
ing Rwanda’s Pre s i dent Juven a l
Ha bya ri m a n a , the pre s i dent of

Burundi,and many of their top advisers was
shot down by a su rf ace - to-air missile over
Ki gali airport . Who did this and why
remains the subject of speculation and con-
trovers y. Almost instantaneo u s ly, h owever,
the claim that rebels from Rwanda’s Tut s i
ethnic group had assassinated the Hutu
pre s i dent was dissem i n a ted wi dely over
Rwandan radio and by other means; within
h o u rs , k i ll i n gs , forced displacem en t , a n d
human tra gedy of epic proporti ons had
com m en ced thro u gh o ut the co u n try. By
m i d - Ju ly, wh en a new govern m ent was
installed,more than 800,000 Rwandans had
been systematically slaughtered in a govern-
ment-led campaign that included the regu-
lar army and politically motivated militias.

Ei ght ye a rs later many qu e s ti ons con cern-
ing how su ch atroc i ties could occur in plain
vi ew of the world com mu n i ty and wh o
should bear re s pon s i bi l i ty for them rem a i n
u n a n s wered . In deed , the quest to unders t a n d
the re s pon s i bi l i ty of va rious actors for failing
to stop the gen oc i de in Rwanda has becom e
s om ething of a co t t a ge indu s try. Th ree recen t
boo k s , by Mi ch ael Ba rn et t ,L .R . Melvern ,a n d

Bru ce D. Jones—a po l i tical scien ti s t , a jour-
n a l i s t , and a Un i ted Na ti ons bu re a u c ra t ,
re s pectively — a t tem pt to explain how the
gen oc i de was all owed to occur by inve s ti ga t-
ing the role of i n tern a ti onal insti tuti on s ,p a r-
ti c u l a rly the Un i ted Na ti on s . These boo k s
provi de an interd i s c i p l i n a ry eva lu a ti on of
the re s pon s i bi l i ty of the UN—the or ga n i z a-
ti on ch a r ged with maintaining intern a ti on a l
pe ace and sec u ri ty—and other actors . Re ad
toget h er, t h ey make a fairly convincing case
that the UN was indeed re s pon s i ble for fail-
ing to stop the gen oc i de in Rwanda. At the
same ti m e , h owever, the three books del iv-
er a deva s t a ting indictm ent of the po l i ti c a l
l e aders and citi zens of the most powerf u l
s t a tes in the worl d — e s pec i a lly the Un i ted
S t a te s — for failing to cre a te the con d i ti on s
that would have en a bl ed the Un i ted
Na ti ons to fulfill its mandate and preven t
the slaugh ter.

Th o u gh these accounts differ in det a i l s
and emphasis, they are in agreement about
the following facts. Various members of the
i n tern a ti onal com mu n i ty — activi s t s , d i p l o-
m a t s , po l i tical leaders , and bu re a u c ra t s —
dithered and made statements of sympathy
for the victims for weeks, but made no effort
to help, claiming that the ongoing genocide
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was a produ ct of tribal hatred s , s t a te co l-
lapse, and civil war. Many in the media and
the policy-making community believed that
i n terven ti on by military forces would not
suffice to stop the killings. The U.S.secretary
of state would not allow his staff to use the
word “gen oc i de” in de s c ri bing the kill i n gs
because doing so would obligate the United
States to take military action to stop them.1

Wh en the UN pe ace keeping command on
the ground frantically radioed New York for
more troops and supplies,the request disap-
pe a red into the bu re a u c rac y. Wh en Fra n ce
even tu a lly did undert a ke a military opera-
ti on to stop the gen oc i de , its acti ons were
interpreted by many on the ground as sup-
port for the government leading the geno-
c i de—a govern m ent Fra n ce had been
supporting for years prior to the attacks.

S ch o l a rs and com m en t a tors alike have
sought to identify those responsible for this
outcome. Obviously substantial responsibil-
ity rests with those who directed the geno-
c i de and those who wi el ded mach etes and
guns to kill their compatriots.2 But it is also
important to determine the kinds of respon-
s i bi l i ties va rious actors out s i de of R w a n d a
bear for the genocide. Three external agents
h ave come under particular scruti ny: t h e
Un i ted State s , the form er co l onial powers
(especially France), and the UN.

Criticisms of the role of United States and
France have been based on three principles:
that co u n tries that gen era ted con f l i ct in
Af rica du ring the Cold War should be a r
responsibility for aiding victims of ongoing
vi o l en ce ; that co u n tries that have cre a ted
expectations—France with its insistence on
a droit d’ingérence and the United States with
its hu m a n i t a rian acti ons in Som a l i a , Ha i ti ,
and Bo s n i a — n eed to fulfill those ex pect a-
tions when humanitarian crises strike coun-
tries with little stra tegic va lu e ; and that

countries that are powerful have an obliga-
tion to aid those that are not.3

Th ere are plausibl e , i f not com p l etely
convi n c i n g, co u n ters to these pri n c i p l e s .
S t a tes are not hu m a n i t a rian aid agen c i e s
that have the freedom to help every country
in every part of the world: They are political
organizations whose primary responsibility
is to en su re the wel f a re of t h eir citi zen s .
While states might be obl i ga ted by thei r
ad h eren ce to tre a ties out l awing gen oc i de ,
they also are free to interpret those treaties
in ways that conform to their interests. In a
world wh ere co u n tries rule them s elve s ,
many claim that no state is obligated to act
in the interest of another.

Perhaps the most pen etra ting cri ti qu e s
h ave been directed at the Un i ted Na ti on s .
The UN’s mandate is to keep pe ace and
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1 See Peter Ronayne, Never Again? The United States and
the Preven tion and Pu n i s h m ent of Gen o cide Si n ce the
Holocaust(Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield, 2001),
pp. 174-75.
2 Alison Des Forges’s Leave None to Tell the Story: Geno-
cide in Rwanda(New York: Human Rights Watch, 1999)
gives the most comprehensive account of the mechan-
ics of the genocide. This detailed narrative on the events
prior to and during the genocide is invaluable for those
who wish to understand how so many could be killed in
such a systematic and rapid fashion. The International
Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda has also been central in
i den ti f ying those indivi duals re s pon s i ble for the
killings.
3 Samantha Power, A Problem from Hell: America and
the Age of Genocide(New York: Basic Books, 2002) pro-
vides a stinging critique of the Clinton Administration’s
failure to act in Rwanda.On France’s responsibility for
the gen oc i de , e s pec i a lly its su pport of the Rwandan
govern m en t , s ee Mon i que Ma s , Pa ri s - Ki ga l i , 1 9 9 0 -
1994: lunet tes col o n i a l e s , pol i tique du sabre et oncti o n
humanitaire pour un génocide en Afrique (Paris: l’Har-
mattan, 1999). For an early condemnation of France’s
role,see Francois-Xavier Verschave, Complicité de géno-
cide: la politique de la France au Rwanda(Paris:Editions
D é co uverte , 1 9 9 4) . See also the report of the Fren ch
parliamentary inquiry, described in a special edition of
Le Monde,“La France et le Rwanda,” December 17, 1998.



security in the international system. It is not
supposed to have interests that would pre-
vent it from intervening to stop genocide.

But the UN is a complicated institution.
The power to authorize peacekeeping mis-
s i ons and define their mandates rests wi t h
the Security Council, which is composed of
s t a tes with different interests and capabi l i-
ti e s . The Sec ret a riat provi des inform a ti on
and analysis to the Security Council when it
is deciding whether to launch a peacekeep-
ing mission . And the Gen eral As s em bly,
com po s ed of a ll mem ber state s , s ets the
bu d get for both the ad m i n i s tra ti on of t h e
i n s ti tuti on and for pe ace keeping mission s .
This complexity not only makes it difficult
for the UN to operate,it also makes it almost
impossible to attribute responsibility to the
entire institution qua agent.

Trying to understand the UN’s role in the
genocide in Rwanda, therefore, raises diffi-
cult em p i rical and con ceptual qu e s ti on s .
One must locate the individuals, moments,
and decisions that created the conditions for
the genocide. But does this move to identify
corporate agents as responsible for various
o utcomes make sense at the gl obal level ?
Can it lead to an improved system of global
govern a n ce? Fu n d a m en t a lly, does the con-
cept of responsibility help us in evaluating
what happen ed , or in shaping what migh t
happen in the future?

A RESPONSIBILITY TO 

G UARANTEE PEACE? 

Rwanda’s civil war and genocide depended
on the grouping the Rwandan pop u l a ti on
i n to Tutsi and Hutu et h n i c i ti e s .4 The con-
s en sus among Af ricanist sch o l a rs is that
these ethnic iden ti ties were co l onial soc i a l
con s tru cti on s ; in the case of R w a n d a , Bel-
gian colonialists introduced “modern” tech-

n i ques of ethnic and racial iden ti f i c a ti on
early in the twentieth century. The Belgians
a ll i ed them s elves with the minori ty Tut s i
population, who were engaged in their own
bid for political power. During the 1940s and
1950s, ideas of democratization and decolo-
n i z a ti on swept thro u gh Af ri c a , l e ad i n g
Hutus in Rwanda to agitate for greater par-
ti c i p a ti on in govern m ent and soc i ety. In
1959, these agitations led to violent conflicts
bet ween the two gro u p s . The Tutsi anti c i-
p a ted su pport from the co l onial power for
their suppression of the Hutu majority, but
the Belgians—as part of their exit strategy,
such as it was—left their handpicked allies
in the lurch. By 1962, Rwanda was independ-
ent and a Hutu government was in power.

The first pre s i dent of the indepen den t
Rwandan state , Gregoi re Kayi b a n d a ,
rem a i n ed in power from 1 9 62 u n til a 1 973
coup d’état by Juvenal Ha bya ri m a n a . Bo t h
presidents were Hutu. Under Habyarimana,
the governing el i te — predom i n a n t ly Hutu s—
c re a ted a soph i s ti c a ted state stru ctu re that
preserved their hold on power and enabled
them to achieve valuable social and political
goals. Over time,especially during the 1980s,
o ut s i ders gen era lly saw Rwanda as a rel a-
tively stable and progressive country. On the
inside, however, Rwandans recognized that
the akazu, or ruling elites, inhibited democ-
racy and human ri gh t s . In the 1 9 50s and
1 9 6 0s , m a ny Tutsi had fled to Uga n d a . In
October 1990, they invaded from the north
under the banner of the Rwandan Patriotic
Front led by Paul Kagame. The ensuing war
ended in August 1993, with the signing of the
Arusha Accords.

The process of n ego ti a ting and imple-
m en ting these accords forms the cen terp i ece
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of Bru ce D. Jon e s’s Pe a cemaking in Rwa n d a :

The Dyn a m i cs of Fa i l u re. Jon e s , who now
works for the UN, a n a ly zes the roles of i n s i d-

ers and out s i ders in the nego ti a ti on of t h e
Arusha accord s . The process that led to the

accord s’ s i gning inclu ded the two parties to
the con fli ct , s o u ght to ch a n ge the atti tu de s
and bel i efs of both parties thro u gh con c rete

acti on , and provi ded guara n tees from the
i n tern a ti onal com mu n i ty that the agreem en t

would be en forced .Yet , wh en it came time to
commit re s o u rces and military means to

s ec u ring the agreem en t , the intern a ti on a l
com mu n i ty failed misera bly. As Jones note s :

Several con f l i ct s — i n cluding Rwanda—

h ave en tered their most de adly phase fo l-

l owing the signing of a pe ace accord that

i n clu ded intern a ti onal guara n tee s . Wh ere

su ch sec u ri ty guara n tees are not seri o u s ,

probl ems wi ll occ u r. In practi ce , t h en , su ch

g u a ra n tees are largely sym bolic and ra rely

re sult in any serious acti on in the face of a

bre a k down in the implem en t a ti on of pe ace

a greem en t s ; t h ey are tantamount to a blu f f .

Wh en su ch blu f fs are call ed , the con s e-

qu en ces can be dire . In Rwanda, those con-

s equ en ces were not borne by intern a ti on a l

t h i rd parties but by the vi ctims of ren ewed ,

and vi c i o u s , w a rf a re (p. 1 1) .

While som etimes overbu rden ed by

s ocial scien tific terms and ide a s , Jon e s’s
focus on the nego ti a ti on of the Aru s h a
Accords and the failu re to implem en t

t h em provi des a useful case stu dy for those
i n tere s ted in con f l i ct re s o luti on and diplo-

m a tic med i a ti on . More import a n t , it pro-
vi des some evi den ce that the UN failed to

l ive up to the com m i tm ents that it made in
the accord s . The Arusha Accords requ e s t-

ed a Neutral In tern a ti onal Force to pro-
vi de sec u ri ty in Rwanda while an interi m
govern m ent was install ed . The Orga n i z a-

ti on for Af rican Un i ty was su gge s ted for
the force , but obj ecti ons both from the

p a rties and from the UN squ a s h ed the
i de a . The UN diplomats invo lved in the

n ego ti a ti ons propo s ed a UN force . O n e
week after the accords were sign ed , Sec re-
t a ry - G en eral Bo utros Bo utros-Ghali sen t
Bri gad i er- G en eral Rom eo Dall a i re , wh o
was later to lead the force , on a mission to
Rwanda to determine what size and type
of force was nece s s a ry. D a ll a i re bel i eved
that a force of 7,0 0 0 to 8,0 0 0 troops under
UN command would be su f f i c i ent to guar-
a n tee the ce a s e - f i re .

At this poi n t , the UN seems to have
dropped the ball. As Jones puts it:

Back in New York,it quickly became clear that

su pport for a large mission was non ex i s ten t .

The larger figure was never put to the UN

Security Council: advance messages from the

U.S. delegation in particular made it clear that

there would be no support for a large mission

in Rwanda. The UN Dep a rtm ent of Pe ace-

keeping Operations (DPKO) thus had to rec-

ommend a mission designed mindful of “what

the tra f fic would be a r ” ( i . e . , be a ring po l i ti c a l

considerations in mind) (p. 105).

But this passage actually does little to clar-
ify the responsibility of the UN. Noting that
the “figure was never put to the UN Securi-
ty Co u n c i l ” su ggests that the Sec ret a ri a t
failed in its responsibility to provide all the
pertinent information to the member states.
“Adva n ce messages from the U. S . del ega-

ti on” su ggests that the Sec ret a riat under-
s tood that it would not be able to pass a
re s o luti on for su ch a large force over the
re s i s t a n ce of its most powerful mem ber.
F i n a lly, Jon e s’s source for the ra ti onale for
this dec i s i on is an anonymous mem ber of
the DPKO staff, who may have been trying
to protect the reputation of his department,
led at the time by the current secretary-gen-
era l , Kofi An n a n . By not differen ti a ti n g
bet ween the Sec ret a riat and the mem ber
states of the Security Council, Jones’s analy-
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sis does not bring us much closer to under-
standing whether the UN is responsible for
failing to stop the genocide.

Jones provi des furt h er details on the ro l e
of the UN pri or to and du ring the gen oc i de ,
n one of wh i ch covers new gro u n d . His re a l
con tri buti on is to de s c ri be the va rious actors
and interests that fed into the early attem pt s
to re s o lve the con f l i ct , c u l m i n a ting in the
Arusha Accord s . He dem on s tra tes that even
wh en a pe aceful set t l em ent is re ach ed , t h e
i n tern a ti onal com mu n i ty — e s pec i a lly the
Un i ted Na ti on s — must play a role in guara n-
teeing that accord . His insights are va lu a bl e
because he works within the insti tuti on , but
t h ey are fru s tra ting for som eone intere s ted
in understanding the UN’s re s pon s i bi l i ty for
the failu re to prevent the gen oc i de .

A RESPONSIBILITY TO BE

I N F O R M E D ?

L.R. Melvern,a journalist and author, focus-
es more intently on the failure of the UN in
her book A People Betrayed: The Role of the
West in Rwa n d a’s Gen o ci d e. Melvern’s
account examines not on ly the role of t h e
Secretariat, but also the specific role of Sec-
ret a ry - G en eral Bo utro s - G h a l i . She also
examines the del i bera ti ons of the Sec u ri ty
Council, alleging that decisions were made
a bo ut the fate of Rwanda in “s ec ret meet-
i n gs” that reflected both a lack of po l i ti c a l
will and complicity in the genocide.

Melvern’s book shines an unflatteri n g
l i ght on Bo utro s - G h a l i ’s perform a n ce .
Boutros-Ghali had been Egypt’s minister for
forei gn affairs . As the Egyptian Forei gn
Mi n i s try ’s “Af rica ex pert ,” Bo utro s - G h a l i
played a lonely role in a country that rarely
i den tifies itsel f as Af ri c a n .5 Melvern note s
that Egypt provided Rwanda with many of
the small arms that were later used in the

gen oc i de ; she also cites doc u m ents from
Rwandan officials who thank Boutros-Ghali
personally for intervening on a crucial arms
contract that replaced contracts severed by
Belgium (pp. 31, 35).

Melvern does not focus simply on the fail-
i n gs of Bo utro s - G h a l i , h owever. She is an
i nve s ti ga tive journ a l i s t , and her intervi ews
with other key participants provi de bo t h
i n s i ghts and grounds for skepticism abo ut
the reliability of her informants.One of her
interviewees was Colin Keating, the perma-
n ent repre s en t a tive of New Zealand to the
UN during the crisis. New Zealand held the
chair of the Security Council when Habyari-
m a n a’s plane was shot down . Ke a ting su g-
gests that both the Sec ret a riat and the
Security Council bear responsibility for fail-
ing to stop the gen oc i de . He cert a i n ly
believes that the Secretariat failed in its pri-
mary mission of informing and advising the
Security Council:

What bo t h ered Ke a ting was that any request by

a mem ber state for inform a ti on was re s en ted in

the sec ret a ri a t , wh ere of ficials seem ed to bel i eve

that it was not the business of s t a tes to micro -

m a n a ge . Ke a ting bel i eved that there had to be

det a i l ed po l i tical overs i ght over all UN mis-

s i on s . A classic rec i pe for disaster was for those

po l i ti c a lly acco u n t a ble to lose con trol of a n

opera ti on . This was what had happen ed over

Som a l i a . . . . “We were kept in the dark ,” s a i d

Ke a ti n g. “The situ a ti on was mu ch more dan-

gerous than was ever pre s en ted to the Co u n-

c i l . . . . With bet ter inform a ti on . . . the co u n c i l

m i ght have proceeded differen t ly ”( pp. 1 1 1-1 2) .

Ke a ting makes an important poi n t . Th e
Sec u ri ty Council can on ly functi on ef fective-
ly if it is provi ded with acc u ra te inform a ti on
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5 See Boutros Boutros-Ghali, Egypt’s Road to Jerusalem:
A Diplomat’s Story of the Struggle for Peace in the Mid-
dle East (New York: Random House, 1997) for Boutros-
Ghali’s description of his role in the Egyptian Foreign
Ministry.



and analysis of events around the worl d . Th e

council had been foc u s ed on the attacks by
Serbs in Gora zde on ly a few days before ,a n d
Rwanda did not have the same geo s tra tegi c

i m port a n ce to many mem ber state s .
At the same ti m e , those sitting on the

Security Council, whether we think of them

as indivi dual diplomats or as state s’ repre-
sentatives, have the resources and ability to
interpret events in diverse locations around

the world. Keating suggested in his interview
that the council was not provided with the
UN Com m i s s i on on Human Ri ghts report

that det a i l ed atroc i ties com m i t ted by the
Rwandan government. But such documents
a re re ad i ly ava i l a ble to mem ber states and

those with staffs (including New Ze a l a n d )
ought to be able to access such information.
The five veto powers , with their com bi n ed

intelligence capabilities,certainly could have
analyzed and understood what was happen-
ing in Rwanda. While the Sec ret a riat mu s t

s h o u l der some bl a m e , the UN remains an
institution of member states and the Securi-
ty Council is where those states take action.

For Keating and other diplomats to foist sole
responsibility on the Secretariat is cowardly
at best.

Melvern underscores this point in a chap-
ter on the “s ec ret meeti n gs of the Sec u ri ty
Council.” The deliberations of the Security

Council are not open to the public, nor are
t h ey alw ays recorded for official purpo s e s .
Melvern’s account of the Security Council’s

deliberations during the genocide relies on a
“leak from within the Council of a remark-
able 155-page document” (p. 152). One sus-
pects the leak came from a mem ber state’s

d i p l omat with wh om Melvern was able to
devel op a rel a ti on s h i p. This su s p i c i on is
reinforced by the fact that her description of

the meeting em ph a s i zes the failu re of t h e
Secretariat to provide accurate information
and high l i ghts its fawning su pport of

Bo utro s - G h a l i . Her ch a pter also de s c ri be s

American and French representatives block-

ing effective action in the face of mounting

evidence of genocide. When proposals were

put forth suggesting an increase in the size of

the mission,the U.S. representatives,scarred

by the events of Somalia only a few months

e a rl i er, ref l ex ively moved tow a rd limiti n g

the operation.

Melvern provi des useful em p i rical evi-

den ce for eva lu a ting the UN. One of t h e

most important roles of a bureaucracy is to

process inform a ti on for those who mu s t

m a ke dec i s i on s ; it appe a rs that the Sec re-

tariat’s office failed to do this in the case of

R w a n d a . Melvern’s sources imply that this

l ack of i n form a ti on lessens the mem ber

s t a te s’ re s pon s i bi l i ty for what happen ed .

Th o u gh Melvern’s account is useful for

u n derstanding how the Sec ret a riat acted

and why the gen oc i de was not stopped , i t

takes too much of the burden off the mem-

ber states.

A RESPONSIBILITY TO 

I N T E R P R E T ?

The most recent book ad d ressing the ro l e

of the UN in the gen oc i de in Rwanda

comes from Mi ch ael Ba rn et t , a theorist of

i n tern a ti onal rel a ti ons at the Un ivers i ty of

Wi s con s i n . Ba rn ett worked at the UN as a

Council on Forei gn Rel a ti ons Fell ow du r-

ing the time of the gen oc i de . L i ke others at

the UN and in the U. S . ad m i n i s tra ti on , h e

admits that the horror he felt while re ad i n g

the cables con cerning the atroc i ties did not

l e ad him to the con clu s i on that interven-

ti on was nece s s a ry or even po s s i ble (p. x ) .

This ad m i s s i on , co u p l ed with his con clu-

s i on that interven ti on was in fact po s s i bl e

and could have hel ped , gre a t ly en h a n ces his

a n a lys i s .

148 Anthony F. Lang, Jr.



6Like Jones and Melvern, Barnett explores
the role of the UN at the level of the Secre-
tariat and the Security Council.His account,
however, is set within a convincing theoret-
ical framework that draws on ethical theory,
sociology, history, bureaucratic theory, and
his own work in constructivist international
relations theory.

The significance I attach to the moral universe

at the UN leads me to con s tru ct a narra tive

that gives prom i n en ce to the “c u l tu ral land-

s c a pe” : the disco u rse and the informal and

formal rules that shaped the goals of t h e

organization,the acceptable and unacceptable

means to achieve those goals,and the meaning

of ethical action at concrete moments. I want

to con s i der how indivi duals of fered differen t

interpretations of these rules at different his-

torical mom en t s , and to recogn i ze that they

h ad some degree of a uton omy that all owed

t h em to appropri a te rules and disco u rse for

u l teri or en d s . This approach , in many ways ,

reverses the tack taken by pri or acco u n t s . To

overstate matters: many of them tend to build

an ex p l a n a ti on for the UN’s failu re from the

ground up, beginning with the interests of the

most powerful states in the Sec u ri ty Co u n c i l

that pre su m a bly shaped the co u n c i l ’s dec i-

s i ons and then introducing other actors and

values as needed along the way. This perspec-

tive generates important insights that must be

i n clu ded in any record of the UN’s invo lve-

m en t . But it tends to underva lue how the

broader cultu re in wh i ch these actors were

em bed ded sign i fic a n t ly shaped their out l oo k

on the world (p. 6).

Barnett’s account exposes the formal and
i n formal “ru l e s” of the UN’s bu re a u c ra ti c
culture, in order to demonstrate how those
i nvo lved in processing inform a ti on dec i de
what the member states should know.

Perhaps the most important example of
h ow the UN’s cultu re shaped its re acti on to
the Rwandan gen oc i de is the Ja nu a ry 1 1, 1 9 9 4,
tel egram sent by Bri gi d i er- G en eral Dall a i re to

UN head qu a rters .6 An informant in the
Rwandan govern m ent told Dall a i re that the
Hutu - dom i n a ted govern m ent had acc u mu-
l a ted a cache of we a pons that were to be used
for a well - p l a n n ed ,s ys tem a tic mass slaugh ter
of Tut s i s . D a ll a i re bel i eved that con fis c a ti n g
the we a pons fell within his mandate . In his
tel egra m , he asked head qu a rters for approva l
for the con fis c a ti on , and for pro tecti on for the
i n form a n t . The Dep a rtm ent for Pe ace keep i n g
Opera ti ons ordered Dall a i re not to con fis c a te
the we a pons and not to provi de any pro tec-
ti on for the inform a n t . The of ficial re s pon s e
s tre s s ed that Dall a i re’s propo s ed co u rse of
acti on went beyond the mandate of the mis-
s i on and would unnece s s a ri ly en d a n ger the
pe ace keepers . L a ter ju s ti fic a ti ons of fered by
i n d ivi duals on the DPKO staff a r g u ed that
D a ll a i re’s was a rel a tively standard type of
w a rning in pe ace keeping opera ti on s ; b a s ed
on the insti tuti onal ex peri en ce of the UN and
the pe ace keeping dep a rtm en t ,t h ey were per-
fect ly ju s ti fied in ign oring this warn i n g.

Ba rn ett points out , h owever, that in fact
the DPKO did not treat this like any other
cable. As soon as the cable arrived,high-level
officials convened an emergency meeting to
discuss their opti on s . Th ey took this and
other warnings about the situation in Rwan-
da seriously. Still,they refused to act. Barnett
draws upon his understanding of the UN’s
bureaucratic culture to explain this failure.
Because the peacekeeping mission in Rwan-
da fell under Chapter VI of the UN Charter,
it demanded consent and impartiality. Also,
on the heels of Somalia, there was concern
that the reputation of the UN as an institu-

G l obal Governa n ce and Gen oc i de in Rwa n da 149

6 For a reproduction of the telegram,see Howard Adle-
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ti on would su f fer if it took acti on that
proved ineffective. Barnett suggests that:

By categorizing violence in a way that achieved

consistency with its proposed plan of action,

DPKO was able to maintain policy coherence

and cogn i tively su pport its impartial stance .

O r ga n i z a ti ons like the UN have a limited

nu m ber of re s ponses to any situ a ti on or

demand,and the UN almost always starts with

the principles of consent and impartiality . . . .

That individuals define the problem after they

have selected the solution is not that unusual,

and is, in fact , qu i te a ro utine fe a tu re of

bureaucracies and organizations (p. 87).

Ba rn ett goes on to recount how Dall a i re
con ti nu ed to pe s ter the DPKO and sec ret a ry -
gen eral in order to increase the forces at his
com m a n d . He was con ti nu a lly rebu f fed , l e av-
ing him with a sense that the UN head qu a rters
did not bel i eve his assessments of the situ a ti on .

Even more damning is the evi den ce Ba r-
n ett pre s ents con cerning the gap bet ween
what Dall a i re was reporting to the Sec ret a ri-
at and what was being reported to the Sec u-
ri ty Co u n c i l . As soon as the pre s i den ti a l
plane was shot down , D a ll a i re recom m en d-
ed an increase in the force in order to coerce
the Rwandan military and para m i l i t a ri e s
b ack to their barrack s . This would have been
a su b s t a n tial ch a n ge in the mandate . But the
c i rc u m s t a n ces on the ground ch a n ged ra p i d-
ly in on ly a few days . O f ficials in New York
a r g u ed that the con fli ct was a civil war, a n d
the UN pe ace keeping mission should not be
i nvo lved . For this re a s on , Ba rn ett argues,
t h ey failed to report to the Sec u ri ty Co u n c i l
the different opti ons until it was too late . In
p u blic statem en t s , Bo utros-Ghali and others
did not use the word “gen oc i de” but con ti n-
u ed to refer to the events as part of a civil war.
This was in direct con trad i cti on to what thei r
com m a n der on the ground was reporti n g.
“The disco u rse of ‘ethnic cl e a n s i n g’,” Ba rn et t
points out , “is mu ch more likely to com pel

acti on than is the disco u rse of “c ivil war.”Th e
Sec ret a riat adopted a voc a bu l a ry that body-
ch ecked the interven ti on camp” ( p. 1 2 0) .

In his con cluding ch a pter, “The Hunt for
Moral Re s pon s i bi l i ty,” Ba rn ett argues that
re s pon s i bi l i ty arises from roles that are
a s s i gn ed to indivi duals and insti tuti on s , a n d
that wh en agents ign ore those roles they acc ru e
re s pon s i bi l i ty for the re su l t s . His focus on the
UN and the Sec ret a riat is thus based on the ro l e
of the UN as an insti tuti on that is su ppo s ed to
provi de inform a ti on and prod the intern a ti on-
al com mu n i ty to stop atroc i ties su ch as the on e
in Rwanda. As Ba rn ett con clu de s :

The Sec ret a riat be a rs some moral re s pon s i bi l i ty

for the gen oc i de . If I seem more cri tical of t h e

Sec ret a riat than I am of m em ber states or the

co u n c i l , it is not because the latter had the tech-

nical means to stop the kill i n g — a f ter all ,m em-

ber states po s s e s s ed the military force . It is

because the Sec ret a riat made a ch oi ce that thor-

o u gh ly vi o l a ted its profe s s i onal obl i ga ti ons and

ethical duties (p. 1 74) .

Both Bo utros-Ghali and the UN have
of fered their own vers i ons of what happen ed ,
and a full pictu re of the events in Rwanda
would need to inclu de these works as well .7

Con n ecting standard tools of em p i ri c a l
analysis with sophisticated ethical reflection
on normative responsibility is not easy. But
events like those in Rwanda demand that
persons interested in reforming global insti-
tuti ons en ga ge with these qu e s ti on s . From
t h eir diverse pers pective s , Jon e s , Melvern ,
and Ba rn ett dem on s t a te that ref l ecti on of
this sort also demands new interpretations.
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7 See Bo utros Bo utro s - G h a l i , Unva n q u i s h ed: A U. S . - U. N .
S a ga ( New York : Ra n dom Ho u s e , 1 9 9 9) , pp. 1 29-41; for
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c i de in Rwanda” f rom Decem ber 1 5, 1 9 9 9, ava i l a ble at
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