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To mark the 20th Anniversary of the Rwanda Genocide on 7 April 2014, the New Zealand
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade is making public its diplomatic reporting for the period
March, April, May, June, and July 1994. This material includes the reporting from the New
Zealand Ambassador to the UN in New York, who was President of the Security Council in
April 1994. It also includes reporting from other New Zealand posts. These files contain the
cables sent between Wellington and New York — a record of the unfolding disaster in
Rwanda and New Zealand’s work to challenge the Security Council to respond to the
genocide and protect innocent civilians, and the obstruction which it encountered from
many of the major powers over this period.
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20:14 (5422) 700/NYK/00000/00000 $284.05

FROM: NEW YORK C04540/NYK 01-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Immediate

cc: BEIJING MOSCOW Routine
EC POSTS WASHINGTON Routine
CANBERRA OTTAWA Routine
HARARE GENEVA Routine
SANTIAGO TOKYO Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC, ISAC,HRU, LGL, EUR, DSP3, EAB)

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSTA, OPS, DDI)

DEFENCE MOD

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

OQuxr C04529 and fax 2701. At informals this evening
Secretariat was asked by the Czech Republic (Kovanda) for an
update on the situation of the 30,000 civilians trapped at
Kabgayi. Special Rep Gharekhan said that the UN had received
reports of the massacre of 500 people who had taken refuge at
this place which is in "government" territory about 30 miles
from Kigali. UNAMIR had sent four military observers to the
area. To be able to achieve this was, in itself, gquite a
breakthrough for UNAMIR.

2 According to Gharekhan there were 38,000 people, mainly

Tutsi, at Kabgayi camping under difficult conditions. He
said the four cbservers had yet to report. The UN was
therefore not able to confirm the reports of massacres. He

then added, contradictorily, that at the hospital they had
seen corpses which had been attacked by machetes and had
found the general atmosphere among the refugees to be one of
fear and nervousness.

3 Kovanda suggested that the letter from Archbishop Martino
had been sufficiently alarming to warrant the President
(Al-Khussaiby) telling the media that members of the Council
were concerned about the reports. Al-Khussaiby said he would
brief the press in these terms.

End Message
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Your fi e: 115/23/37 our file: 3/88/1

21:13 (5438) 700/NYK/00000/00000 $1092.76

FROM: NEW YORK C04550/NYK 02-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Imnmediate

CcC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOoW OTTAWA Routine
PARIS SANTIAGO Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC, ISAC, HRU, LGL, EUR, DP3, DSP3, EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA,OPS,DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subiject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA ’%ZZ?

Summary

- SecGen has issued further report on Rwanda in light of
Riza/Baril visit

- Report confirms that the principal perpetrators of the
massacres have been "Government" supporters, and states
that the killings amount to genocide

- While direct discussions on a ceasefire and an end to the
killings are now underway, their success is not a
precondition to the deployment of the expanded UNAMIR,
though success at the talks may have an effect on Phases
2 and 3

- While concept of operations for revised UNAMIR requires
adjustment, basic approach which was inherent in the N2
draft resolution and the SecGen's report of 13 May
remains, namely that the force will seek to providel
protection to assemblies of persons at risk and Securityc
to humanitarian relief operations. It would operate out
of Kigali and elsewhere as necessary

- Americans now appear to accept concept of operations
proposed by SecGen and are anxious to be seen to be more
positive to UNAMIR

- We and Americans have agreed to collaborate in the

CORFIDENTIAL
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pfvsentation of a resolution to the Council

- SecGen castigates international community for slowness of
response to the calamity in Rwanda

- SecGen has now received sufficient offers to get Phases 1
and 2 of expanded force underway, but will not do so
until suitable protective equipment (APCs) is available

- The US has agreed to make APCs and other equipment
available

- Inexorable pressure will come on next week for a New bQQL%b“@
Zealand contribution, particularly on the light of our ~
high profile on the issue including during the Minister's s
visit

- Secretariat have already foreshadowed a formal request Crol I
for NZ assistance and given language SecGen has used. S s

Action
- Comments on SecGen's report and on resolution on UNAMIR

- A decision if possible when resolution is adopted next
week on a New Zealand offer to UNAMIR, (the idea of
making an RNZAF Hercules available to supply the force
for a defined period remains the most useful, most highly
visible and least risky option).

Report

We have sent by earlier fax the SecGen's latest report on
Rwanda which has been prepared in the light of the visit to
Rwanda by ASG Riza and the UN Military Adviser, General
Baril. The report makes very interesting reading and
contains some powerful observations on what has been
happening in Rwanda and on the reaction of the international
community. We were given a preliminary readout of the report
last night by Riza; the report itself was not available until
midday today.

The massacres - genocide

2 The report validates the sentence for which we had to
fight so hard in securing the Presidential statement of 30
April; namely, that the massacres have been carried out
principally in areas controlled by "government" forces or
supporters. This fact has been acknowledged by the interim
government and chiefs of staff of the government forces and
the gendarmerie. Some RPF killings, particularly of
suspected members of the militia and the interhamwe (the late
President's youth militia), have been reported but these are
far from being of the same order as the massacres.

3 In para 11, the SecGen passes on information indicating

CONFIDENHAL
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the pivmeditated nature of the killings. In para 36, he
states that on the basis of the information that has emerged
there can be little doubt that the killings amount to
genocide. He notes, however, that the continuing hostilities
impede a full investigation and that, in any case, UN
procedures "do not lend themselves to immediate action”.

Ceasef] iations

4 The report notes that as a result of Riza's visit, the
RPF has agreed to sit down with government military
representatives to discuss a ceasefire and that the
government side has now accepted the RPF's refusal to
negotiate with persons claiming to be the "interim
government". The SecGen emphasises that an end to the
killings must go hand in hand with a ceasefire (para 39). As
he also notes, however, the process of political compromise
will take time, and for that reason he proposes that the
UNAMIR mandate be extended for six months.

5 It is implicit in the report that the timing of the
deployment of Phases 1 and 2 of the expanded force is not
dependent on the achievement of a ceasefire or on the formal
consent of the parties. The limiting condition on deployment
is the availability of protective equipment (see below). ©On
the other hand, progress at the ceasefire talks may have a
bearing on the method of deployment of Phase 2 (para 23), and
success at the talks may even obviate the need for Phase 3
altogether (para 24). The report also looks to the
formalisation of the assurances of cooperation that both
parties have given to the expanded mandate (para 18).

Concept of operations

6 The SecGen notes that there will need to be adjustments
to the concept of operations mapped out in the report of 15
May. The principal changes are the lapsing of the
requirement that Kigali airport be a neutral zone and the
timing of the deployments of Phases 1 and 2 of the expanded
force. On the latter, because of the delays in deployment of
Phase 1, the SecGen now proposes that Phases 1 and 2 be
synchronised and virtually made simultaneously.

7 The airport's take over by the RPF and the RPF's refusal
to the neutral zone concept have precluded the neutral zone
option but, to an extent, have also made this less of a
requirement given the RPF's undertaking to allow UNAMIR to
continue to use the airport and to deploy a strengthened
presence there. On the other hand, RPF control would also
make the airport and UNAMIR vulnerable to RPF manipulation.
For this reason, (and, Riza told us privately, a US phobia of
sending their equipment into Kigali) the revised concept of
operations also envisages the use of back up airports and
deployment of equipment through Uganda and Burundi. (Riza
also told us privately that the likelihood was that the
operations at the airport would become safer as the RPF

CONFIDENTIAL
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8 Despite these adjustments, the basic concept of
operations remains as envisaged in our draft resolution
proposed last month and articulated in the SecGen's last
report. That 1is, that much of the force would be
concentrated around Kigali which is an area of obvious need,
is central and offers the best access to other parts of the
country. On the other hand, because of the wvulnerability of
Kigali to possible PRF manipulation and the need to reach
people in other parts of the country, particularly the
south-west controlled by the government, the revised concept
also envisages some of the expanded force and equipment
coming in from Uganda and Burundi, (though Riza noted that
the extreme sensitivity of the situation in Burundi made the
latter option rather precarious.

9 Despite the deployment envisaged from bordering
countries, this does not mean that the SecGen has bought onto
the US concept of an operation focussed on the border areas.
Riza told us last night that UNHCR and other agencies were
adamant that the establishment of secure areas was
undesirable (would encourage ethnic cleansing) and unlikely
to be of help to people in real need. Those really
frightened for their lives would be reluctant to risk coming
into the open to get to secure areas. But those who were
fleeing the RPF, particularly members of the militia and the
interhamwe, would seek refuge in such areas. That would put
UNAMIR in an intolerable situation.

10 The essential tasks envisaged for the expanded force are
unchanged from Resclution 918: to seek to provide protection
for persons at risk and to provide security for humanitarian
relief operations. The idea of establishing secure areas
remains, but this is expressed in terms of providing
protection to assemblies of persons (ie in already
established concentrations) rather than in setting up new
areas.

US _attitude

11 Both the US Mission and the Secretariat told us that the
talks yesterday between the Secretariat and the 14 strong
team from Washington went reasonably well. Despite some
continuing ambivalence on the part of the Pentagon, the US
now seems to understand that it makes no sense in the
circumstances of Rwanda to insist on the criteria of PDD 25
or to demand that there be as clearly defined a concept of
operations as would normally be desirable. As emphasised in
paras 25 and 26 of the SecGen's report, UNAMIR must have
sufficient flexibility to respond to a very fluid situation.
Riza noted that they seemed finally to have got through to
the Americans that UNAMIR could not and was not trying to
save all of Rwanda or all Rwandans. Thus, the previous US
complaints that a force level of 55,000 was required to do
the job proposed by the SecGen had fallen away.

Page 4
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12 We have had extensive consultations with US Mission on
this subject over the past 36 hours. It was clear from the
Mission's comments that the Administration is sensitive to
the negative impressions that its performance generated in
the Council and the (foreign) media and that they want to
avoid a rerun this time. We pressed on them the importance
of restoring unity in the Council and suggested that our two
delegations collaborate in putting a text to the Council.
The US (Inderfurth) welcomed the idea and proposed we get
together tomorrow once Washington has reacted to the
Mission's proposals.

13 The US Mission told us they were recommending to
Washington support of a resolution to give effect to the
latest report. The tone could not have been more different
from the US approach of a few weeks ago. If this approach is
endorsed by Washington, the atmospherics in the Council will
be much improved. US would like to table a draft tomorrow
with a view to its adoption early next week.

Content of the resolution

14 In formal terms, the only action required by the Council
to give effect to the report is to approve the deployment of
Phases 2 and 3 and to extend the mandate period for a further
six months. It seems to us that it is not necessary or
desirable to rewrite the mandate itself which, as set out in
Op3 of Res 918, is sufficiently flexible to cover the
adjusted concept of operations. However, there are alsc a
number of important political and operational matters in the
SecGen's report which could usefully be picked up in the
resolution as well:

- genocide: since the SecGen has now gone on the record, it
would be invidious for the Council to continue to duck
the issue; the least it should do is take note of the
SecGen's comments in para 36;

- ceasefire talks: the Council could welcome the initiation
of talks but should demand nonetheless that the fighting
stop;

- killings: the Council should also demand an immediate end
to killings:

- cooperation of the parties: the draft should repeat Op 10
of Res 918 demanding that the parties cooperate with
UNAMIR;

- provision of troops and equipment for UNAMIR: the SecGen
has now received sufficient offers of troops for Phases 1
and 2 to get underway immediately, but desperately needs
equipment (see below); the draft should welcome the
offers of troops but emphasise the need for logistic
support if the expanded force is to get off the ground:;

CONFIDENTIAL
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- provision of humanitarian relief: the draft should
welcome the international relief efforts already being
made but stress the urgent need for more help; it could
alsoc encourage contributions to the trust fund to be
established by the SecGen (para 42):

- pelitical process: we should continue to urge the OAU and
regional governments to foster a resumption of the peace
process;

- interim report: it is probably appropriate to have an
interim review, but we should ask the SecGen to provide
reports as appropriate and at least before mid-late
August (September is out; unless kicked off the Council
by then, Rwanda's representative will be President).

SecGen's criticisms of international community

15 A feature of the report which need not be taken up
directly in the resolution is the trenchant criticism
levelled at the international community by the SecGen for the
failure to respond adequately to the Rwandan calamity. His
language is inclusive; he seems to recognise that the
Secretariat is a part of the problen. His undertaking to
conduct a review of the system for responding to crises of
mixed conflict and humanitarian dimensions is welcome. It
may provide a further platform for advancing some of New
Zealand's ideas for systemic reform of the management of
peacekeeping and related operations. Meanwhile, his comments
serve to underscore the need for rapid responses to the
appeal for support for UNAMIR.

Troops and_equipment for expanded UNAMIR

16 Riza told us that they now have firm offers of troops
from Ghana, Ethiopia, Senegal and Zimbabwe. Together, these
total 3,200 troops. When Nigeria, whose confirmation of
readiness to participate is imminent, is added, the total
comes to 4,000, This is more than enough for Phases 1 and 2,
and depending on the ceasefire talks, may be all that is
needed by way of combat personnel. Support and logistics are
now the problem.

17 As noted in paras 21 and 40 of the SecGen's report, not
even the troops envisaged for Phase 1 will be deployed until
there is adequate equipment to protect the troops. The most
pressing need is for armoured personnel carriers (APCs),
particularly tracked ocnes. The US is offering 50 APCs, but
as reported earlier, these will take some time to get to
Rwanda. The South Africans may help, though their APCs are
wheeled, which makes them less usable outside Kigali.

New Zeals

18 The SecGen's comments about the need for logistic support

CONFIDENTIAL
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equipi. .at, which realistically will only come from developed
countries, make it inevitable that New Zealand will be asked
for assistance. We consider that it is imperative that we be
able to respond positively if at all possible.

19 The situation in Rwanda is not just another peacekeeping
operation to be weighed alongside our contributions to
UNAVEM, ONUMOZ, or even UNOSOM or UNPROFOR. As the SecGen
has been at pains to point out, this is the most horrible
situation to have confronted the international community
since the holocaust during World War II. Only the killings
in Cambodia rival what has taken place in Rwanda over the
past two months. Our credibility as a country committed to
the UN and as a member of the Security Council will be on the
line. 1In part this is because of the high profile and (from
the African and Secretariat perspectives) highly wvaluable
role we have played on the issue but realistically given what
the SecGen's report says only Canada, Ghana and Tunisia can
claim any kudos at this time.

20 We know from comments made to us yesterday by Riza that
an offer of an aircraft to fly the Nairobi~Kigali supply
route even if only for a few months would be enormously
helpful to the UN if it could be done quickly. It would do
wonders for our image with African countries, and the third
world generally. We urge that urgent and positive
consideration be given to the suggestion we made to you on
this question two weeks ago.

End Message
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Your “ile: 3/88/1 Our file:

19:35 (5444) 700/MEA/00000/00000 $268.42

FROM: WELLINGTON C24150/WN1 03-Jun~-1994

TO: NEW YORK Immediate

cC: WGTN UNSC DEFENCE Routine
BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSEILS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
PARIS SANTIAGO Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC, ISAC, HRU, LGL, EUR, DP3, DSP3 , EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subject

U51108: SECURITY COUNCIL : RWANDA

Your C04550 and fax 2719,

Guidance

2 We welcome US re-engagement with Rwanda and support your
suggestion to collaborate with them on a resolution putting
Sec-Gen's report into effect. We would, however, be wary of
thereby raising expectations about New Zealand's ability to
make a contribution to UNAMIR. There is some way to go
before we can take a decision on this,

3 We have a list of Defence queries we would like you to
put before the Secretariat.

Comment

4 Thank you for your report. We have not had the time to
give the Secretary-General's report more than a preliminary
reading, nor have we had the time to consult with others
(including the Minister). With this in mind we wish to offer
the following brief comments.

5 It is clear that we are about to take a leading role
again on this issue. We must have some concern this may
engender an increased expectation of practical support from
New Zealand (not least in the minds of the US), that we may
not in the event be able to fulfil. See below para 9.
Grateful therefore if you could judge your collaboration with

GONFIDENFAL
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Us én; others in this light. We would wish to consult
Minister on sponsorship in due course.

Sec-Gen's Report

6 As one comment, we continue to have some misgivings

regarding the establishment of "secure areas" which we have
raised with you before(our C23246 of 12 May, para 7). We note
that Riza and UNHCR are opposed to the establishment of safe
areas (your para 9). However, while we would not favour the
Sec-Gen's second suggestion to set up new areas, like you we
would favour the establishment of measures to provide
protection to assemblies of persons. This is a manageable and
more realistic task.

Draft Resolution

7 In addition to elements contained in your para 14,
including taking note of genocide, draft resolution should
pick up relevant elements contained in Resolution 918. For

instance reference should be made to the importance of the
Arusha Agreement to the resolution of the conflict and the
ongoing role of regional governments (Tanzania) and the OAU.
We concur that the draft should repeat op 10 of resolution 918
demanding that the parties cooperate with UNAMIR. We agree
that the Council should welcome the initiation of ceasefire
talks, but it should also demand that the fighting and the
killing stop.

8 We look forward to receiving a copy of the draft
resolution in due course.

New Zealand Contribution

9 NZDF, with whom we have been working closely on

suggested logistics contribution, advise that a number of

operational points relating to the proposal to deploy an

aircraft and crew are being worked through at present. In

particular they should be grateful if you would approach the

Secretariat with the following questions:

- What is the concept of operations for the use of the
aircraft?

- Where would it be based - Nairobi?

- With whom would RNZAF operate?

- What would be the frequency of flights in terms of
hours per week?

- What would be the type of cargo? Would there be a
cargo/passenger mix?

- What airfield would aircraft be likely to operate from,
particularly in Rwanda?

- What is the assessment of the risk factor?

- What support would be available in-theatre in terms of
re-supply, ground maintenance, fuel etc?

10 This is a standard checklist of questions to which NZDF
require responses. Even a "don't know" in reply to some

CONFIDENTIHAL



C24150/WN1

quesﬁ;ons would be useful for Defence's purposes. For your

information, NZDF indicate that

it is 1likely that any

assistance they may be able to provide will need to be

reimbursed by the UN at standard rate

End Message
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NYPM File. 3/88/1

NEW ZEALAND MISSION TO THE UNITED NATIONS, NEW YORK
Telephone: (212) 826-1980 Fax: (212) 758-0827

Date: 6 June 1994

TO: WELLINGTON No.cé;}:)EEZl/ PRECEDENCE : PRIORITY
- No.
Yoo Lufe

WGTN UNSC PRECEDENCE : PRIORITY
DEFENCE PRECEDENCE ; PRIORITY

-— — — s [
LD; SFAT (MEA,UNC,LGL,HRU}EUR,DPa,DSP3,EABJ
DEFENCE HQONZDF (DSIA,OPS,DDI}
DEFENCE MOD {GENTLES) Page 1 of: 3
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SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA
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FRONT PATRIOTIQUE RWANDAIS
RYWANDESE PATRIOTIC FRONT

3 Junc 1994

H.B. Dr. Doutros Doutros GChail
Scerctary-General

United Mations

New York

H.E. Amb. Sallm Bin Mohammed Al-Khussalby
President

United Nations Security Councit

New York

Excclicncics,

The Rwandese Patriotic Frone welcomes the Secretary General's repore 5-1334/640 10 the
Security Council and trusts that the Secrelary General will recelve the support hie aeeds 10 linplement
UN Securlty Counctl resolution 918 without further delay.

Fesponsibility for genocide in Rwanda on the so-called interim government, elements of e Rwandan
army, the presidential guard and the mifitja,

The Rwandese Patriotic Front shares the Secretary General's frustrations and disappointment
that two months after the genocide in Rwanda statted, the International Community has failed to at
quickly 10 end the atrockles thar have claimed tives of ciose 1 2 million people.

Your Excellencies, the Perpetrators of genocide tn Rwanda bave totally Ignored
condemnations by the International Community and are determined to §0 on with their genocidal
campaign. Indeed the Secretary General's special envoy M. Igbar Riza reports that leaders of the
so~called interlm government are sl broadeasting Messages on radio Milles Collings Inciting peopie
2 exterminate the Tutsl and other Sympathizers of RPF,

The Rwandese Patriote Fronr, while welcoming the appointment of a special rapporteur for
Rwands by the UN Human Rights Conmission, in view of overwhelming cvidence, and according
'@ Articles I and 117 of the Convention on the Prevention and punishment of the crime of genocide:

= Urges the Seeurlty Council ta formally dectare atrocities in Rwanda genoeide and create
a wat crimes relbunal to try the perpetrators of this helnous crime,



o

- Requests the Security Councll o adopt a resolution that endorses the disteuction and or
jamming of Radie Milles Collines immedlately o stop further public incitement by
goverument leadecs to commit genocide.

- Calls on both the Seeretary General and the Security Council to tke (he necessary measures
in accordance with pules 15 and 17 governing tepresentation and ¢redentials on the Security
Council, to immediately suspend Rwanda’s delegation from the Security Council, in order
to express the international Community's indignation, ostracise the genocidal Gilarama
\ regime and protect the mora! Lntegrity of the Security Councll members whose decisions on
'the Rwanda crisis risk being tarnished by the participation of representalives of the
perpetrators of genocide in thelr deliperations.

The Rwandese Patriotic Front regrets the loss recently of a courageous UN peace keeper and

wishes to extend its ¢ondolences to the United Nations, the Government of Seneyal and w the family
of Captain Mbaye Diagne Bacar.

For the Rwandese Patriotic Front

Claude Dusaidi
Director for Bxternal Relations and
REI Representative to the Unitud Nations

ece: All members of the Sceurity Council
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NEW ZEALAND MISSION TO THE UNITED NATIONS, NEW YORK

Telephe 2: (212) 826-1960 Fax: (212) 758-0827
Date; & June 1994
TO: WELLINGTON No | ;m LH PRECEDENCE: TMMEDIATE
WGTN UNSC No . PRECEDENCE: IMMEDIATE
DEFENCE No, PRECEDENCE: IMMEDIATE
© — - -— - -
LD: SFAT (MEA,UNC,LGL,HRU,EUR,DPB,DSP3,EABJ
DEFENCE HONZDF (DSIA,CPS,DDT)
DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES) Page 1 of: 8

G‘o?cd 12 _UNSC., MEA_UNC, (GL, HRY EVR, f5¢3

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Our accompanying message refers,

2 Following are:
(a) US draft resolution on Rwanda;
{b) Our comments thereon which we hava forvarded tc the UsS Misaion.
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The BSecurity Council,
Regffirming ell it¢s previous t&solutions on the figuatien ip
Rwands, in particular ity resolutjon 918 (18%4) of 17 May 1994
whieh exgaaded the mandate of the United Mations Asgistsncg
i ¢r Reznda {(UNAKIR) end suthorized an ezpengion in
URAMIR's Forea level,

Racalling the gtatement fzde by the President of the Couneil on
3 Kay 19584 ($!FRST!1954/22) which deale wich improving the
capacity of the United Netiong for peace-keeping, and bearing in
mind the facterse enumerated therain,

Having considered the Leport of the Becretery-General datad 31
May 1994 (B/1%94/649),

Roting with concern that, to date, the parties have pot eeaged
hostilitieg, agreed to g Cesse-fire, or breught an 2nd to the
viclence ang Céxnage enquifing Rwanda,

Raiterating its condemnation of the systematie killing of
thousands of civiligng in Rwanda,

Expressing ivgs outrage thet tha Perpetrators of these Killings
have beam able to operate snd continua operating within Rwandg
with impunity, .
0,
n

~,

tefugees to neighboring countrieg constitute a humanitarian
Crisis of enormous proportions,

Recalling in this context thae Ehe killing of members of an Y

 ethnje 9roup with the intention of destroying such a gIoup, in

whole or in part, constitutes a crime Funishable under
inaternational law,

Commending the efforts of neighboring countrier for the
hospitality they nave shoun te tefugess fleeing Rwanda,

GUPPOTE to UNAMIR, and rel ting the urgent need for
csordinated intesnationgl dction to continue such effozts and to
help restore peace in Rwands,
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Welcoming the cooperatiom between the Unitad Rations and the
Orgenization of Africen Unity (OAU) ss well as wikn countries of
the region, especianlly the facilitator of the Arugsha pesce
process,

; Walcoming the visit ¢f the United Hsgions High Commissiener for
Human Rights to Rwsnda and ko the fegion;

Welcoming 4l80 resolution §=3/1 of May 23 adopted by the Unites
Hations Commission on Human Rights gitting in special segsion,
which requested the appointment of a Special Rapporteur eo
investigate the humen rights situstien in Rwanda end celied for
the Special Repporteur. essisted by & team of humak rights fielq
cfficers, to acet in close cooperation with UNAMIR and ather
United Nations agencies and programmes obarating in Rwanda:

Reaffirming i¢s commitment €o the unity and territoriaj
integrity of Rwanda,

Btreseing thet the people of Rwande besr the primary
respongibility for netionel reconciliation and reconstruceion of
theit country,

1. Endorses the Secretary-Gengral's propogal, contained in
paragrephe 19-26 of his report of 31 May 1954 (5/1994/640), to
deploy the first and second phases of UNAMIR in elose
synchronizeation:

2. Decides to axtend the mandste of UNAMIR until 6 Decamber
\1994; with the provize &he the_%gg;etary-eenexai ©ill gubmit a
report by § AuUgust £oT Becuflty Council review 6f the progress of
URAMIR's military misgion, progress toward a3 ceage-fire and
pelitical reconcilietion, the gafety of thosze populationyg at

risk, &nd the humanitarianp situgtien:

v I B B

v 3. Requests the Secretary-General to report algo en various
. develeopments sz detailed in paregraph 2 ¢f this resolution in
good time befare the ezpiration of UNAMIR'S ecurrent mandage;

4. Decides that, in lighe of patagraph 3 of resolution 918
(19%4) and paragraph 18 of the Secrotary-Genaral's Tepore of 31
HMay 1954, and within the limits of gvailable Tgsources, the
manddte of the military component of UNAMIR will be: '

(2) to contribute to the security and pratection 0f displaced
persong, cefugees and civilisns st risk in Rwanda, ineluding
through the establishment sad naintenance, where fessible, of
secure humaniterian sress; and

(D) to provide security and support for the distributien of
relief supplies and humenitsrcian relief operationsg:

4 5. Resaffirme the continuing mandste ef the pelitical component
° Of UNAMIR to ack as an intermediary between the partieg in an
ettempt to secure thelr agreemaent to a cease-fire;
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6. Welcomes the sssurances of both parties to cooperste witp
UNAMIR in cerrying out its maendate, recognizes that thosze
&SSUCENCES &re_essentisl to the mandate's implementation, apg
démands that both parties adrere to those assursnces;

7. Reaffirms that, consistent with paragraph ¢ of resolution

1218 (19%4), UNAMIR msy be required te take acktion in se)lf-defence
{including resisting attempts by forceful measng to Ptevent it from
|diacharging Guties auch as sontributing to the gecurity of
displaced persens, refugees and civilians in(Protacted sites, |
United Hations and other humsnitarian psrsonnel and hei ing

\i, ,  Protect the means of delivery and d{stribution of humanitarian

7 ﬁﬁh:"f relief, and thus pe adequately equipped and provided the rules of

'% engagement to do s5o0;

i 8. Notes that there is no intention to have UNAMIR assume the
W/ role of g buffer force betwean the two parties, or to take
military action to compel the two parties to end ®heirp fighting;

9. Affirms the Council's expectation that, following the
withdrawal of the United Nations militery componant, the
international community will meintain its commitment to assist
the Rwanden pegple through the work of the United Nations
sgencieg, non-governmental orgsnizations and other gntikies, and
netes further that UNAMIR's expanded military component wi)l
remain in Rwanda enly a3 lomg as it i3 needed to provide Bagic
security to populstiony et risk and gecurity for the delivery of
humanitarian ralief to them §in Rwands;

10. Demands that all parties to the conflict cesse
hostilivies, agree to 2 cease-fire and immediately take steps to
. bring an end to systemakie killings in sreas under their control:

1l. Demends further that all parties cesse forthwith any
incitement, espacially through the mass media, te violence or
ethnic hatred;

12. Resffirms the obligation of all States to implement fully
the previsions of parsgraph 13 of resolukion 918 (1294) on the
sale to Rwanda of srms related material;

13. Utges Member States te respond promptly to &he
Secretary-Gsneral's request for resources, including logistical

gupport capebility for rapid depleyment of additional UNAMIR
OECES;

s g@;" d4. Requests UNAMIR to Facilitate, where pPossible, the
. activities of the Special Rapperteur and the team of humen rights
$§ §f I field ¢fficers fequested by the United Nations Cemmizgion on

N Human Rights and ehe Special Rapporteur of the Commissien in the

&
Iz

furtherance of thejiy mendates and to enligt the cooperation of

the parties ¢eo the conflict with
Eighis fioyy A ct w the Special Repporteur angd human
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15. Requests also that UNAMIR degsignate an officer ¢o serve ag
liaison with the High Commissioner for Human Rights for the
Purposa of ensuring coordination batween UNAMIR and the High
Commissioner and the Specisl Rapporteur for Rwanda established by
the Commission on Humsn Rights, inciluding the sharing of
information from governments, individuels, intergovernmental and
non-governmental organizstiens, and UNAMIR itzelf, on Possible
viclations of human rights and bresches of ipternational
humenitarian law;

16. Demands that ell parties in Bwands strietly respect the
petsons snd premises of the United Hations and other
erganizstione setving in Rwanda, end refrain from BBy acts of
intimidstion or violence against parsomnel engaged in
kumanitarian and pesce-keeping work;

17. Deeides that UNAMIR and other United Wations personnel
shall undar no citcumseances be detainad while performing their
mandate in Rwanda,and decides further that if sueh persons should
be detsined, they shell be released immediately, 4nd that while
in the custody of any party to the conflict guch rertsons shall be
proevided all protections egquivslent te those contzined in the:
Genagvs Convention related to the treatment of prisomers of war,
pending thelr immediate release and repatriation to United
Nationg authorities:

18. Commends the efforts of Stetes, United Nations agencies,
internatienal erganizations ang non-govarnmental eveanizations
which have provided nusnitarian snd other azsistance, eacourages
them te continue and increage such eg8istanca, and urgeg otherse
to provide such sssistance;

19. Commends the tireless efforts of tha UBAMIR Force
Commander to prevent more innocent lives from Lein >, and to
bring ebout & ¢cease-fire between the parties;

20, Invites the Secretary-Genersl and his Special
Representative, in coordination with the OAU and countries in the
region, to continue their efforts to achieve 8§ political
gsebtlement in Rwands within the framewsrk of the Arusha Peace
Agteement and urges the pertiegs ko intengify their efforts for
politicsl reconciliation; .

21. Decidss to remain actively saized of the matter.
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In general terms, the draft is a goog one and ce&rtainly

goes in the direction we had €nvisaged. There are,
however, SOme areas where ya have Problems

PPE  For obvious Feasons, wa attach a4 great deal of
importance to the pPresidentiaj Statement of 3 May, but we
do not think it is particularly relevant hepe, Ag has
repeatedly been 8aid in the Council, UNAMIR ig at the
moment g humanitarianp relief oPeration, not a Peéacekeeping
operation. The inclusien of this para in this resolution

PPS E & G: Thege Paras should ke brought together ang
supplemented by reference £O  the Searetary-General’s
comments on genocida. We consider it would he a major blow
to the Council’'s credibility Were it te continue to duck
the issue. We Suggest the following amendmentg ;

(a) After PPE, add new PPE Big.

"Noting the Statement in ¢pe Secretary~Genera1*s
TEDOrt that on the bagis of the evidence that has
emerged about the magnitude of the human ca;amity that
has engulfeq Rwanda, '...there ¢an be 1litele doubt
that ig constiktutes genocide, since there hag been
large-scale killings = of communities ang families
belonging to a Particular ethnie group, ¢ ; n

(b) Relocate ppg as PPE Teyr,

OPl As you may know, we arae Particularly allergic to
Stating a Mission'g Lask by reference to Paragraph numberg
in the Secretary-General’s Teport. In the current case, ye
think that the point would be covered by the followings:

"Welcome the Secretary—ceneral's report of 31 May
1294 (8/1994 /440) and endorses the Proposals centained
therein for the deployment of the expandeqd UNAMIR; "

OPs 2-7;: ye think there are Loo many thoughtg Contained in
OP2, and, in any event, it is incorrect, linguistically and
A8 a matter of Council Procedure, to fuggest that the
mandate ean be conditionegd by a "Proviso! thap the
Secretary-General will submit a TePOrt. We think OP 3 ig
unneceszsary. We are uncomfortable with the way the mandate



On OP 6, it is basie te the Secretary-Generxal ‘g approach
that the consent of the parties is wvexy importannt to the
successful discharge of the mandate. He stops short,
however, of saying that consent Or <cooparation are
preconditiong to the cperation. On Op 7, you will recall
that we fought for & stronger statement on thig issue ar
the time of Res 918, but had te settle for what was in Op 4
of that resolution. Given that history, we think it would
be better simply to reépeat that para, and for it to follow
the mandate para,

Accordingly, we Suggest that 0P£2-7 be replaced by tha
following: !

OP2 "Dec¢ides to extend the mandate of UNAMIR wuntil
2 December 1394 ,;n

OF3 "Reaffirms that the congolidated mandate of UNAMIR
includeg the following:

(a) To contribute to the Security and protection of
displaced persons, refugees and civilians at risk in
Rwanda, including through the e¢stablishment and
maintenance, where feasible, of secure humanitarian
areas;

{b) To provide security and Support for the
distribution of yelief supplies ang humanitarian
relief operations;

() To act asg an intermediary between the parties in
an attempt to secure their agreement to a ceasefire;"

OP4 Repeat Op 4 of Res 218

OPS "Welcomes the assurances of both parties to cooperate
with UNAMIR in Ccarxying out its mandate, recognizes
that such cooperation will be important t6 the
effective implementation of the mandate, and demande
that both parties adhere to those assurances;"

OP&8 1"Dec¢ides to keep the situation in Rwanda and the role
rlayed by UNAMIR under constant revieyw and, to that
end, requests the Secretary-General to report to the
Council as appropriate, and in any case no later than
9 August 1994 and 9 October 1984, on progress made by
UNAMIR in the discharge of its mandate, the safety of
populations at risk, the humanitarian situation, and
progress towards a ceasefire and political
reconciliation;"

#‘—__m—"—-hﬁHﬁmhﬁ%ﬁﬁhﬁhﬁ“‘“‘“"—““*thﬁu_



OP8 We think it iga inappropriate and unnecesgary s
include as an operative what ig 2 Statement of faet in
the Secretary-General g T8port.  Our prefsrence would
be to delete the bara entirely; Othexrwise it should be
shifted to the Preamble.

OPS We think this para should bpe deleted. 1t lookse too
far ahead, confuses the distinction between UNAMIR and
other UN invelvement in Rwanda angd Pronounces on
matters that are not strictly within the purview of

fact that UNAMIR hag an end point, avep if other UN
involvement in Rwanda will continue, it ghoulg be
sufficient to include a preambular para along the
following lines:

"Noting that UNAMIR should continye only as long as b o
1s needed to Carry out the tagks s8et out in 4eg

OP10 bis We believe that the Council should state Clearly
Lhat it deploree that genocide has been committed in
Rwanda. we Propose the inclusion of the following afrer
current OP10:

"Condemns the genocide that has taken place in Rwanda;"
OP17 This para must be deleted. It is inappropriate,

dangerous in terme of praecedent and internally
inconsistent. op1g is sufficient,.
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FROM: NEW YORK C04569/NYK g6-Jun—~1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Immediate

CcC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOwW OTTAWA Routine
PARIS SANTIAGO Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC,ISAC,HRU,LGL,EUR,DPB,IM§3,EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA,OPS,DDI)

DEFENCE MOD {GENTLES)

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Cur C04456, paras 5-7.

sSummary

Council takes up SecGen's report on Rwanda tomorrar, 7 June.

US has prepared draft resolution and sought our comments but
has tabled the draft before we had an opportunity to react.

Draft may well be taken up in a working groxp tomorrow
afternoon,

Action
Comments on US draft and our comments thereon.

Report

2 To our surprise, no discussion on the SecGen's report on
Rwanda was scheduled or held on Friday (3 Jumne) or today (6
June) . At our request, however, Rwanda is on the agenda for
tomorrow morning's informal consultations. The SecGen's
report will be the focus of the discussion, but the US also
wants to have their draft resolution before Courcil members
at the same tinme.

3 US Mission sent us a draft of the resolution late on
Friday night (3 June) which, they cautioned, hadnot received

CONIIDENTAL
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final ulearance from Washington. A further revision followed
at midday today (6 June), which had Washington's approval.

4 We told the US on two separate occasions today that we
wanted very much to avoid a divisive discussion in the
Council on the resolution and urged them to give us an
opportunity to provide them with our comments and talk them
through before they tabled their draft. We prepared a set of
comments which we faxed to the US Mission this afternoon. We
then learned that, subject to a few relatively minor changes
made as a result of a discussion in the P5, the US had
already sent in their draft to the Secretariat for
circulation to Council members.

5 The Mission were a little apologetic about proceeding in
this fashion, but said that it would not have been politic
vis a vis their relations with Washington to have sought to
incorporate substantive changes in the text before they
tabled it. They understand, however, that we have some
serious concerns about their draft. (Indeed, the Mission
itself is reasonably sympathetic to the points we have raised
with them.) They said it would be easier to persuade
Washington to make changes after a discussion in the full
Council.

6 The US draft and our comments thereon follow by separate
fax. Our comments essentially fall into three categories:
the references to genocide, the mandate, and legal issues
relating to attacks on UN personnel.

7 On genocide, the US has said that they are not opposed to
including such references but do not want to put them forward
in a draft that they propose lest they complicate their 1life
with the Chinese unnecessarily in the leadup to the
discussion on DPRK sanctions. The mandate (OPs 2-7) are the
critical ones. Our differences with the Americans are not
fundamental but we think we need to avoid any suggestion that
the mandate is conditional on progress by the parties or even
by UNAMIR. Language adopted from resolutions on Liberia and
Somalia is not appropriate. The US proposal for OP17
regarding the application of the Geneva Conventions to UNAMIR
personnel who might be detained is most unfortunate,
particularly as we are trying to sort out this issue in the
context of the negotiation of the Convention on Safety of UN
Personnel.

8 We might also have quibbled with the drafting of the US
operative paragraphs 14 and 15 on human rights which are
unnecessarily specific. We did not consider, however, that
we should take the lead on that aspect of the draft.

9 We know from talking to the Canadians that they very much
share our views on the draft. The British also have a number
of concerns similar to our own.

10 Since the US draft is on the table, delegations will make
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Preliwinary comments on it in tomorrow mornings informal
consultations. We would also eXpect that a working group
will be established to consider the draft, perhaps as early
as tomorrow afternoon.

End Message
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22:28 (5490) 700/NYK/00000,/00000 $622.54

FROM: NEW YOREK C04580/NYK 07-Jun-1g8g4

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Immediate

CC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
PARIS SANTIAGO Routine
TOKYQ WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (UNC,MEA, ISAC, HRU, LGL, EUR, DP3,DSP3,EAB)

P/S MFA JE§§7K/

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA,OPS,DDI)
DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subject
SECURITY COUNCIIL: RWANDA: POSSIBLE NZ CONTRIBUTION TO UNAMIR

Your U51108, para 9; our C04556, para 9.

2 We had a useful discussion with DPKO about a possible
contribution by New Zealand of an RNZAF C130 to assist in the
supply of UNAMIR and ran through the checklist of questions
you provided. We also sought some supplementary information
from the Canadians.

3 The Secretariat prefaced their remarks by stressing that
the fluidity of the situation in Rwanda means that there will
need to be considerable flexibility in hov the supply
operation is structured and implemented. Much vill depend on
who offers what and on the arrangements that the UN is able
to conclude with neighbouring countries and on the conditions
on the ground in Rwanda.

Concept of operations

4 The UN is currently giving priority to establishing a
land corridor from Mombasa, Tanzania to Rwanda. If this can
be established, then much of the heavy supplies can be
trucked in by road. This would have the advantage of
minimising costs and would obviate the need to have a large
fleet of planes if the operation was entirely supplied by
air. The Secretariat noted to us that they ire currently
sustaining the present force of 450 persons by regular, daily
if possible, flights from Nairobi. To sustain an expanded
UNAMIR of 10 times that number by air would require about 10
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Cl30s. They doubt that they could secure that number of
aircraft. On the other hand, even if the land corrider is
established, they will need dependable air support as well.
They certainly need more than the one aircraft currently
provided by the Canadians.

5 The essential concept of operations is to provide air
support to UNAMIR as and when required. The primary task
would be to fly equipment and supplies from Nairobi to
Kigali. However, as reported earlier, the UN is also
exploring bringing in supplies via Uganda and Burundi. The
Secretariat told us foday that Burundi looks unlikely because
of the unstable security situation. But operations through
Uganda are on the cards. Accordingly, the aircraft might
also be asked to fly supplies from Nairobi to Entebbe. These
supplies would then be transported by road to Kabale, the
current HQ for UNOMUR, which is being established as a
forward mounting area for UNAMIR.

Alrcraft base

6 Aircraft operating in support of UNAMIR would be based in

Nairobi which is also an air staging point for the UN
operation in Somalia and has sizeable facilities.

Other countries likely to be involved

7 At the moment, the cCanadians fly the only UNAMIR plane.
That aircraft, also a C130, needs servicing and the Canadian
commitment goes only to the end of this month. That does
not/not preclude a Canadian decision to extend. Indeed, the
Canadian Mission fully expect that Canada will continue to
provide an aircraft for UNAMIR provided they can also
maintain their contribution +o the Ascona-Sarajevo
air-bridge. But, as the Mission said, "we would love some
Commonwealth company",

8 The Dutch have made a firm commitment to provide a Fokker
F27 and the Italians have given an indication, but less than
a commitment, that they will provide a C130. The Germans are
considering whether they can provide a C160, though the
prospects of this are looking rather less bright than
before. The Argentines have not responded to the Secretariat
approach.

9 At this stage, therefore, the indications are that
Canada, the Netherlands and Italy will be involved.

Frequency of flights

10 At present, the Canadians are flying two daily round
trips between Nairobi and Kigali. Daily flying time is about
8 hours. Assuming a similar schedule for an RNZAF aircraft,
the total hours per week would be 40-60.

Type of cargg
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11 The cargo would be materiel and supplies, including food
and medical supplies. Some personnel, eg military observers,
would also be carried.

Airfield in Rwanda

12  As noted above, the airfield of choice in Rwanda is
Kigali. If that becomes unavailable, consideration may be
given to using alternative airfields in Rwanda. The more
likely scenario, however, now appears to be that supplies
would be flown to Entebbe and trucked overland from there,

is act

13 This is clearly difficult to gquantify. As happened in
the past, flights would be suspended if Kigali airfield comes
under attack (eg mortar fire). But, all the experience to
date suggests that such attacks are not directed at the
aircraft but at the RPF forces stationed nearby. The
Canadian aircraft has been hit once by a bullet (when ASc
Riza was on board) but that was only discovered after the
plane had landed.

14 The standard operating procedure is that the aircraft
does not try to land if there is any danger. On advice from
the UNAMIR personnel on the ground, it returns to Nairobi if
there is any danger of shelling when it is due to land.

th s o

15 It would be advisable for NZ to do what the Canadians do
and bring its own ground support crew. They would have
access, however, to the sizeable facilities available at
Nairobi.

Reimbursement

16 There is no suggestion that the UN request is other than
on the standard UN terms, including reimbursement. Any offer
of a New Zealand plane should be made conditional on
reimbursement of standard costs and UN picking up operational
costs in theatre.

Movement contrel unit

17 As noted in our earlier message, the request from the
Secretariat included a reqguest for a movement control unit of
approximately 20 persons. This is separate from the request
for a cargo aircraft.

18 The Secretariat told us that it is envisaged that the
unit would control the movement of personnel and egquipment
between Nairobi and Kigali and, perhaps, Mombasa. Some of
the unit would therefore, be stationed in Kigali.
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19 The Secretariat have approached a range of countries:
Australia, Denmark, Netherlands ang Singapore, as well as New
Zealand, for such a unit. They need only one such unit.

Consultations with the Canadians

20 It occurs to us that there might be value in asking
Ottawa to talk to the Canadians to ascertain more information
about how the current air supply operation works. We are
advised that the relevant person in Ottawa is Lt Col Rob
Clark, Director Policy, telephone (613) 992-3984,

End Message
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FRCM : NEW YORK C04577/NY¥YK 07-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Imnediate

CC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
PARIS SANTIAGO Routine
TORKYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA, UNC, ISAC, HRU, LGL, EUR, DP3, DSP1, EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA,OPS,DDI)

DEFENCE MOD {GENTLES)

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Summary

- Sec Gens report widely welcomed with some noting its
"challenging® content especially his view that the UN
system failed in dealing with the crisis in Rwanda

- Working Group convened to prepare draft resolution for
possible adoption tomorrow

- US emphasises urgent need for logistic support,
especially from Council members

Action
For information
Report

At informals today, US confirmed their wllllngness to extend
UNAMIRs mandate and give the go ahead with expanded
deployment. US emphasised the urgent need for logistic
support to be given to the troops which are now available,
drawing specific attention to "many in the Council having the
necessary eguipment",

2 Nigeria noted that now that African states had agreed to
provide the troops, it hoped that others outside the
continent would provide the logistic support needed. "It
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must ..ot be conveyed that the problem remains an African one"
Nigeria emphasised. If the Council did not act "speedily" it
would be "vicariously liable for the tragedy in Rwanda".

3 Secretariat noted that 8 African states had confirmed to
the UN that they are ready to send troops to Rwanda (Senegal,
Ghana, Zimbabwe, Ethiopia, Nigeria, Congo, Namibia and
Tanzania). All however had made it a precondition that they
be adequately equipped and supported, and that the necessary
financial resources be made available.

4 Secretariat also noted that at summit meeting of front
line states in Harare South Africa offered a field hospital
and 50 APCs. Secretariat also tell us that France will equip
the Senegalese troops, that Italy has firmed up its offer for
a Cl130 and that the Dutch will alsc come in with an aircraft
probably an F27.

5 All delegations welcomed the Sec Gen's report as
"excellent" (many commenting on its challenging content) and
general agreement was expressed on the need for urgent action
in the form of adopting a resolution if possible tomorrow.
UK supported NZ proposals, circulated informally to
delegations, to amend US draft.

6 Working Group is currently working on text which we will
fax when available.

Genocide

7 Many delegations spoke of the need to make specific
reference to "genocide" including Pakistan, Argentina, Spain
and Czech. Intervention by Spain was particularly thoughtful
on the gquestion of genocide and the Council's competency
under Article 8 of the Genocide Convention to adopt measures
to address the genocide taking place (or any of the other
acts mentioned in Article 8 of the Convention). In this
regard Spain drew attention to paras 8 and 11 of the Sec
Gen's report in which the continued broadcasts inciting
ethnic killings by Radio Mille Collines in "government" held
areas, and the previous inflamatory broadcasts made before
the events of April are referred to.

8 Spain noted that it was punishable under the Genocide
Convention to either commit genocide, or incite others (as
Radio Mille Collines has) to commit it. In the view of
Spain, these broadcasts, and those involved in either
supporting them or allowing them to continue "constitute
direct incitement to commit genocide and are punishable as
such under Article 3 of the Genocide Convention™.

9 Spain also noted the urgent need to begin the
investigation of genocide given that, (as the Sec Gen's
report noted) as time goes on it becomes increasingly
difficult to locate witnesses and evidence. "At some stage"
Spain said it would be appropriate for the Council to address
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this:Lssue, for example by considering the establishment of a
special investigative body as done in the Yugoslav context in
res 780.

Human Rights

10 China indicated it did not have instructions but
expressed specific difficulty with the paras in the US draft
which related to establishing coordination between UNAMIR and
the Special Rapporteur on human rights (op 13 and 14 of US
draft) and Human Rights Commissioner. Brazil also indicated
this was "breaking new ground" and required "further
consideration" on their part. Oman (in its national
capacity) seemed finally to have abandoned its earlier
position that there should be no Council action before a
cease-fire was achieved.

Failing of UN

11 For our part, we recalled that we had had reservations
about postponing, at the time res 918 was adopted, the
decision to deploy phase II until a further report was
received from the Sec Gen. We welcomed the US announcement
that they were now ready to endorse deployment of phase II of
the expanded UNAMIR and emphasised the need to proceed
rapidly with the aim of the work being completed tomorrow.

12 We referred to the fundamental problem identified in the
Sec Gen's report that the UN system had failed in dealing
with the crisis in Rwanda and noted that the Sec Gens
indication that he would conduct a review of the structure
was very important for the Council. It was a real shame that
it had taken nearly 4 weeks to bridge the relatively minor
differences between delegations who had wished to proceed at
the time res 918 was adopted (eq NZ) and others which
required further information (eg US) and come to this point
now of authorising the expanded UNAMIR in whole.

13 (It seems very clear to us that had the Council shown
more commitment to an expanded UNAMIR at the time res 918 was
adopted some weeks ago the UN would now be a great deal
further down the track of actual deployment, especially given
the chicken and egg situation which developed and led to a
stalemate at certain crucial times that states were not
willing to commit to an operation when the Council itself had
not committed to one.)

14 President summed up briefly by noting that the logistic
and financial assistance to the troops available was very
important and that a specific reference to "genocide" was
supported.

S8ituation on the Ground

15 Secretariat (Gharekhan) briefed the Council on the
situation on the ground noting that there had been heavy
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exchouge of fire at "Gaddafi Crossing" in Kigali. This had
resulted in no major changes in the relative positions of the
two sides. The "government"” had launched a counter-offensive
to push the RPF off the road they hold to Gitarama and
appeared to be readying itself for a major counter-offensive
against the RPF. The RPF had however repelled the attack and

was pushing into the hills south of Kigali.

16 On 4 June there had been heavy bout of mortar fire at
Kigali airport resulting in UNAMIR briefly suspending the
Canadian flights to Kigali airport. A strong protest had
been lodged with the "government forces", UNAMIR had also
requested Ugandan cooperation in allowing it to use Entebbe
airport with transportation of supplies going through Kabale
in southern Uganda en route for Kigali.

17 UNAMIR had recently evacuated further displaced persons
from both the stadium and a church in Kigali. There remained
some 4326 displaced persons at the stadium and 936 at the
airport.

18 As regards the cease~fire talks, the force commander has
had 2 rounds of talks with each side but there was no
agreement yet. The next meeting is scheduled for Monday.
The Sec Gen's Special Rep has also had discussions with the
OAU Sec Gen in Addis and the Special Rapporteur for Human
Rights would be leaving Geneva on 10 June to travel to Rwanda
and on to Burundi and Tanzania, accompanied by the Special
Rapporteur on Torture and others.

End Message
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2 We are sorry about the problem that arose& -, The Evening
Post caught us in an unguarded situation. The i Dfmation jg
publicly available here and in this knowledge and aTall}St the
background of general guidance to be as forthcofnlng as
possible with the press we simply confirmed iiflfc’mtlon that -
is already in the public arena. In future, with th?se kinds
of requests, and especially when the PR is mnet aV?llable to
“handle them, we will refer enquiries to the MinisSTeI's Office,

Your U51186.

-

i -

3 As to the specific proposal in your messade< that requests
from the UN for troop contributions be kept confidmtial ang
out of the public domain until Ministers have had achance to
consider them there ies clearly a misunderstandilily on thjg
score. It is not possible to keep such requestS: Or the fact
that they have been made, in confidence.

4 It is a matter of public record around the UN/ both py
delegations and the media, which countries have bean askeq
for contributions to particular operations. The S&xetariat
does not treat such information as confidentlal.  mMapy
countries, including us, need to know who EtDeY may pe
operating with. Yesterday, for example, when ZIOllwing yp
Defence's specific questions, we asked and wer® told exactly
which other countries had been asked to provide &lItxaft to
assist UNAMIR. Similar information was provlde‘ﬂ n which
countries had been asked to provide movement control units,
As always the UN press corps know as soon as the I¥edlksts are
made - if not before. The Secretariat are gquite ©Pn about
making this information available to the media.

E essa
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SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA
Our earlier message refers.

2 Following is text of draft regolution on Rwanda as it emerged
after 7 painstaking hours of working group consideration this afternoon
and evening. Negotiations proceeded on the basis of a revised US draft
which incorporated most of the points we had made to the US.

3 If the outstanding points of difficulty can be ironed out in
informals tomorrow morning, the draft may be put to a vote in the
afternocn, Otherwise, the vote will be on Thursday, 9 June.

4 Points to note are:

PPég Given the support expressed in informals, we propesed a mors
direct reference to genocide. We think the outcome ig very
good. Having secured that, we and the others of similar mina
(Spain, Czech Rep, US) agreed that there was no need <o push
for an operative reference as well, especially as there wes =~
follow up propesal. We noted, however, that the Council weuld
have to consider this issue further.

PP9&L0 The US was persuaded to accept these preambular references in
substitution for their sarlier operative propesals.

PPl16 After lengthy discussion of a number of alternatives, our

simpler and more direct Fformulation on the appointment of 3z
Special Rapporteur was widely supported. The Chinese delegate,
however, had to insist on brackets, pending consultatien with
Beijing. The US and Brazil worked out the formulation on OPR10,

op2 In the interests of transparency, Brazil insisted that the
resolution be specifi¢ about the endorsement of the SecGen’s
proposale. The US, UK and France opposed; hence the brackets.
We also had reservations about the potential rigidity that this
could impose on the operation, and nocted that a plan of
deployment is different from a mandate. The issue will be
considered further tomorrow.



OG- 0791

OP3

OP7

23:04 B212 758 0827 NZ MISSION NY ==« UNSC doo2:008

The most worrying proposal came from the Russians who, taking a
leaf from the US book on Semalia, proposed that the mandate be
limited to three months angd that it be subject to a one month

review. We opposed this strenuously, noting the very
detrimental effect that that would have on the process of
encouraging potential Croop contributors, The US and UK

supported us. The Russiang agreed not to insist that theis
proposal be reflected in the text and 0 consult further with
Mascow.

The US took some of our amendment on this para but retained
"essential". Others were content to go along. We registered
that the term "esaential® went close to making Cooperation of
the parties a precondition to the operation, but neted that it
might be barely tolerable given the reference to "effective
implementation" of the mandate.
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7 June 1%94, 10.00 p.m,

The Security Council,

Reaffirming all its previous reselutions om the situation in Rwanda, in
particular its resclution 918 (1894) of 17 May 1994 which expanded the mandate
of the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR) and authorized an
expansion in UNAMIR’S force level,

Having congidered the xeport of the Secretary-General dated 31 May 1534
(8/1994/640),

Bearing in mind the statement made by the President of the Council on 3 May
1954 (S/PRST/1884/22),

Reaffixming its resolution 868 (1983) of 29 Seprember 1833 on the security
of United Nations operations,

Noting with concern that, to date, the parties have not ceased heoastilities,
agreed to & cease-fire, or brought an end to the violence and carnage affecting

givilians,
Noting with the gravest concern the reports that genocide has ocourred in
Rwanda and recalling in this context that genocide constitutes a crime

punishable under international law,

Reiterating its strong condemnation of the ongoing viclence in Rwanda ang,
in particular, the systematic killing of thousands of civilians,

Expressing its outrage that the perpetrators of thesa killings have heen
able to operate and continue operating within Rwanda with impunity,

Nocing that UNAMIR is not te have the role of a huffer forge between the
two partieg,

Noting also that UNAMIR will aontinue only as long as required for it re
carry out the tasks for which it was established,

Underscoring that the intexnal displacetent of some 1.5 millien Rwandans
facing starvation and diseasse and the masgive exodus of refugees to neighbouring
countries constitute a Mumanitarian ¢crisis of enormous proportions,

Reiterating the importance of the Arusha Peace Agreéement as the basis for
the peaceful resolution of the conflict in Rwanda,

Commending the countries which have provided humanitarian assistance co
Rwandan refugees, as well as emergency aid vo alleviate the sufferings of the
Rwandan people, and.those countries which have congyibuted txoops and logistical
Support to UNAMIR, and reiterating the urgent need for coordinated international
action in this respect,
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Welcoming the coeperation between the United Nations and the Organization
of African Unity (OAU) and the contributions of the countries of the regien,
especially that of the facilitator of the Arusha pPeace process, and encouraging
them to continue their efforts,

Helcoming the visit to Rwanda and to the region by the United Nations High
Commissioner for Human Rights,

[(Noting the appointment, pursuant te resclution S-3/1 of 25 May 1994
adopted by the United Nations Commission on Human Rights, of a Special
Rapporteur for Rwanda,)

Reaffirming its commitment to the unity and territorial integrity of
Rwanda, .

s Welcomes the Secretary-General's report of 31 May 1554 (S/1994/640);

2 Endorses the Secretary-General’s propesals for the deployment of the
expanded UNAMIR [in particular

(a) the immediate initiation of the deployment of the two additienal
battalions in phagse 2 in close eynchronization with phase 1;

(b} the continnation of urgent preparations foxr the depleyment of the
two battalions envisaged for phase 3; and

{c) flexible contingency planning during all three phasas re ensure
effective use of available resources to respond to an unstable situation.)

3. Decides to extend the mandate of UNAMIR until [5 December) 1994;

4. Reaffirmg that the consolidated mandate of UNAMIR includes the
following:

(a) Tc contribute to the gecurity and prokbeetion of displaced persons,
refugees and civilians at risk in Rwanda, including through the establishment
and maintenance, where feasible, of secure humanitarian areas;

(») To provide security and support for the distribution of relief
supplies and humanitarian relief operations: and

(e} To act as an intermediary between the parties in an attempt to secure
their agreement to a cease-fire;

5. Recognizes that UNAMIR may be required to take actioen in self-defence
against persons or groups who threaten protected sites and populations, United
Nations and other humanitarian personnel or the means of delivery and
disctribution of humanitarian relief;

6. Demands that all parties to the confliet cease hostilivies, agree to a
cease-fire and immediately take steps to bring an end to systematic killings in
areas under their control:
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1. Welcomes the assurances of both parties to cocpéerate with UMAMIR in

carrying cut its mandate, recognizes that such cooperation will be essential teo
the effective implementation of the mandate, and demands that both parties
adhere to those zgsurances;

8. Demands further that all parties cease forthwith any incitement,
especially through the mass media, to violence or ethnic hatred;

= Urges Member States to respond promptly to the Secretary-General’s
request for resocurces, including logistical support capability for rapid
deployment of additional UNAMIR forces;

10. Requests that UNAMIR extend its close cooperation with the Department
of Humanitarian Affairs and the Unived Nations Rwanda Emergency Cffice te
include the Special Rapporteur for Rwanda appointed by the United Nations
Commission on Human Rights;

11. Demands that all paxties in Rwanda strictly respect the persons and
premises of the United Nations and other organizations serving in Rwanda, and
refrain from any acts of intimidation or violence against personnel engaged in
humanitarian and peace-keeping work;

12. Emphasizea the necessity that, inter alia:

{a} All appropriate steps be taken to ensure the security and safety of
the operation and personnel engaged in the operation; and

(b} The security and szafety arrangements undertaken extend to all persons
engaged in the operation;

3. Commends the efforts of States, United Nations agencies, international
organizations and non-governmental organizatiens which have provided

humanitarian and other assistance, encourages them to continue and increase such
assistance, and urges others to provide such assistance;

14. Welcomes the intention of the Secretary-General to establish a special
trust fund for Rwanda and invites the interpational community toe contribute
genercusgly to it;

14. Commends the tireless efforts of the UNAMIR Force Commander to prevent
more innocent lives from heing lost, and to bring about a cease-fire between the

parties;

15. Commends algo the efforts of the Secretary-General and his Special
Representative to achieve a political settlement in Rwanda within the framework
of the Arugha Peace Agreement, invites them, in coordination with the OAU and
countries in the region to continue their efforts, and demands that the parties
undertake gerious efforts to bring about political reeconciliation:

16. Decides td keep the situation in Rwanda and the rele played by UNAMIR
undexr constant review and, to that end, reouests the Secretary-General to report
to the Counc¢il as appropriate, and in any case no later than 9 August 1994 and
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S QOctober 1994, on progress made by WAMIR in the discharge of its mandate, the

safety of populations at risk, the humanitarian situation and progress toward a
cease-fire and political reconciliation;

17. Decides to remain actively seized of the thatter,
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Subject

U51199: SECURITY COUNCIL : RWANDA

Your C04569 and fax 2741.

2 We agree with your assessment of the US draft and with

the comments you have offered on it. We have four additional
observations.

Arus ement

3 PPI calls for the parties to recommit themselves to the
full implementation of the Arusha Agreement (the same

language as in SCR 918). Op 20, however, refers to a
political settlement "within the framework of the Arusha
Peace Agreement". There is a case for consistency and we

believe the latter wording is more apposite given that
presumably some aspects of the Arusha Agreement will need to
be renegotiated (our U47317 of 15 April para 6). It may be
worth asking the Secretariat for their reading of the
continuing relevance of the Arusha Agreement in full to the
changed circumstances.

Mandate

4 We note that the UNAMIR mandate as adjusted by SCR 912
and expanded by SCR 918 does not include a role in "political
reconciliation”. Your revised op 6 could be interpreted to
suggest that this is the case. It would seem desirable, given
the point you make about UNAMIR being at the moment a
humanitarian operation, to end at "ceasefire" and to clarify

CONFIDENTTAL
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that political reconciliation is a subject on which <the
Sec-Gen is asked to report.

Human Rights

5 We share your preference not to take a lead on ops 14
and 15. We would not be surprlsed. if others raise
difficulties with these paras (which effectively extend the
UNAMIR mandate into the area of human rights). Strlctly
speaklng these paras are not necessary since the point is made
in pps M and N. Moreover the CHR resolution requests the High
Commissioner for Human Rights to make arrangements for close
cooperation with UNAMIR and other UN agencies. It also asks
the Sec-Gen to provide all necessary assistance to the Special
Rapporteur to fulfil his mandate.

6 If an active reference is considered necessary, then a
general request to the Sec-Gen to facilitate the work of the
High Commissioner and the Special Rapporteur could be included
in the preamble. This might be suggested in the event that
others raise objections to ops 14 and 15 as drafted.

7 We note that the last preambular paragraph of SCR 918
has been omitted (ie. that the continuation of the situation
in Rwanda constitutes a threat to peace and security in the
region). Is this an oversight? There may be a case for
reinstating this reference as part of the continuing context
of Council action.

End Message
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2 Following are the text of Res 925 (1994), which wag adopted
unanimously this evening, plus the text of the New Zealand EOV given by
the Permanent Representative after the vote.

3 There were some relatively minor, though not easily negotiated,
changes made to the text over the course of the day as a result of Chinese
efforts to soften the language on genocide (PP6) and the reference to the
appointment of the Special Rapporteur by the CHR (PP16) and American
insistence on beefing up the "end point" reference (PP10) and to slim down
the mandate para (0P4). :

4 In the end, the Chinese had to settle for relatively small
changes to PP6. The Americans proposals for DP10 and OP4 provoked a
lengthy and confused debate about whether to consolidate the existing
mandate of Res 912/918, as we (and they) had originally proposed, or
whether, as Washington insisted this afternoon, to put the focus on the
not significantly different tasks set out in para 18 of the SecCen’s
latest report.

5 The substantive but unacknowledged objective of the US changes
was to remove from the mandate the obligation to provide SUppPOrt to
humanitazrian reliefoperaticns, a concept missing (inadvertently) £rom the
anguage in-the-SecGents-report. The untidy compromise was to reaffirm in
PPl that the old mandates continue, to use the report language in PP10 and
to shorten the description of the *"tasks" in OP4, but in the fuller
language of Res 918. :

& As an exercise in providing precision in mandates, the changes
to PP1, PP10 and OP4 were a fiasco. But they were insisted on by the
Pentagon which fears the potential burdens that could fall on them if
required to provide support as distinet from security to humanitarian
: relief operations. S — )
%

7 All delegations spoke in explanation of vote. The French and
the Presidency tried beforehand to persuade Rwanda not to speak but
Bizimana insisted. His statement, however, was very mild and contained a
condemnation of the massacres in Rwanda.
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8 Other notable features of the statementcs were:

Djibouti: the focus on human rights might play well at home for Council
members but did not deal with the fundamental issue of how to stop the
killing; the Security Council must have a standing force at its disposal
as proposed by former USG and peacekeeping guru Brian Urquhart;

Czech Rep: genocide in Rwanda amounts to another holocaust with machetes
replacing gas chambers:;

Nigeria: countries outside Africa must now support the African offers of
txoops, particularly with contributions of logistic support; Rwanda is an
international problem which must be solved internationally;

Russian Fed: flexibility in operation of UNAMIR is necessary but fluidity
of situation means that Council must keep tighter control on UNAMIR than
normal; hence importance of reviews in August and October;

Spain: adoption of the vresolution is not the end of the Council’s
consideration of the SecGen's report: consideration should be given to
establishing a commission of experts to investigate human rights abuses;

China: UN bodies must stay within their arxeas of competence; the Council
should not link its work to that of the CHR; :

US: US is leasing 50 APCs to UNAMIR, and US agencles have provided almost
US$100 million on humanitarian and emergency relief supplies since the
death of the Presidents:; others have a role to play.

9 Our remarks about the need for structural reform in the system
for responding to crigses such as in Rwanda were listened to clesely, and
were warmly applauded afterwards by the Canadians.
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Draft regolution

Ihe Security Council,

Reaffirming 2ll its previous resolutions opn the situation in Rwanda, in
particular its resolutiong 912 (1594) of 21 April 1994 and 918 {1994) of
17 Kay 1994, which set ocut the mandate of tha United Nations Asgistance Migsion
for Rwanda (UNAMIR),

Baving considered the report of the Secretary-General dated 31 Kay 1994

(5/18%4/640),

Bearing in mind the statement made by ihe President of the Council on
3 May 1994 (S/PRST/19894/22),

Reaffirming its resolution 868 (1993) ef 29 September 1993 on the security
of United Nations oparations,

Hoting with concern that, to date, the parties have not ceased hostilities,
agreaed to a cease-fire, or brought an end to thae violence and carnage affecting
civilians,

Hoting with the gravest concern the reports indicating that acts of
genocide have occurred ia Bwepda gnd recalling in this context that gencecide
constitutes a e¢rime punishable under internatioqnl law,

Reitersting its estrong condempation of the ongoing violence inm Rwanda and,
in particular, the gystematic killing of thousands of eciviliana,

Expressing its outrage that the perpetrators of theee killings have been
able to operate and coantinue operating within Rwanda with impunity,

HAMIR is not to have the role of a buffer force between the

Noting that
two parties,

Keting also that UNAMIR’s expanded military component will continue only as
long as and to the extent that {& is needed to contribute to the security and
protection of displaced parsons, refugees and civiliana at rigk in Rwanda and to
pravide security, as required, to humanitarian relief oparations,

Q80603 [e-.
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Underscoring that the internal displacement of gome 1.5 millien Rwandana
facing starvation and diseage and the massive exodus of refugees to neighbouring
countries constitute a humanitarian crigis of enormous Preportions,

Reiterating the importance of the Arusha Peace Agreement as the basis for
the peaceful resolution of the conflict in Rwanda,

Commending the countries which have provided humanitarian assistancs to
Rwandan refugees, as well as emergency aid to alleviate the sufferings of the
Rwandan people, and those countries which have contributed troopa and logistiecal
Support to UNAMIR, and reiterating the urgent need for coordinated international
action in this regpect,

Helcoming the cooperation between the United Nationg and the Organization
of African Unity (OAU) and the contributionsa of the countrieg of the region,
especially that of the facilitator of the Arusha peace Process, and encouraging
them to continue their efforts, i )

Welcoming the vigit to Rwanda and to the region by the Unjited Rations High
Commigsioner for Ruman Righta,

Noting the appointment, pursuant to resolution S~3/1 of 25 Hay 1994 adopted
by the United Wations Commission on Buman Rights, of a Special Rapporteur for
Rwanda, '

Reaffirming its commitment to the uvnity and territorial integrity of
Rwanda,

1. Helcomes the Secretary-Generval ‘s raport of 31 M¥ay 1994 (5/1%94/640);

2. Endorses the Secretary~General’s propogale contained therein for the
deployment of the expanded UNAMIR, in particular:

(2) The inmmediate initiation of the deployment of the two additional
battalions in phase 2 in cleze synchronization with phage 1;

(b) The continuation of vrgent preparationé for the deploymant of the two
battalions envisaged for phage 3; and

(¢} Flexible implementation of all three phases to ensure effective use of
available resources to accomplish the tagks listed in raragraphs 4 (a) and (b)
below; !

3. Decides to extend the mandate of UNAMIR, expiring on 29 July 1994,
until 9 December 1994¢; /ﬂ\

4. Reaffirmg that UNAMIR, in addieion to continuing to act as an

intermediary between the partieg in an attempt to secure their agreement to a
ceage~fire, wills

|
|
]
\
i

/’ -
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(2) Contribute to the security and protection of displaced perscns,
refugees and civilians at risk in Rwanda, including through the establishment [
and maintenance, where feasible, of gecure humanitarian areas; and !

I

(b} Provide security and support for the distribution of relief supplies
and humanitarian relief operations; %

5. Recognigzes that UNAKIR may be reguired to take action in gelf-defenca
Zgainst parsons or groups who threatea protected sites and populations, United

Rations and other humanitarian persennel or the means of delivery and
distribution of humanitarian relief;

6. Dewmands that all parties to the conflict cease hostilities, agree to a
cease=fire and inmedistely take steps to bring an end to systematic killiags in
areag under their control;

7. Helcomes the assurances of beth parties to cooperate with UNAMIR in
carrying out its mandate, recognizes that such cooperation will be eggential to
the effective implementation of the mandate, and demands that both parxties
adhere to those asaurances;

8. Demande further that all parties cease forthwith any incitement,
especizlly through the mess media, to violence ar ethnic hatred;

9. Uxges Member States to respond promptly to the Secretary-General’s -
raquest for resources, including lagistical support capability for rapid
deployment of additional UNAMIR forces: _

10. Requests the Secretary-General to ensure that UNAKIR extend the close
cooperation it has with the Department of Humanitarian Affaivs and the United
Nations Rwanda Emergency Office also to the Special Rapporteur for Bwanda
appoeinted by the United Nations Commigsion on Human Rights;

ll. Demands that all parties in Rwanda strictly reapect the persons and
premises of the United Nations and other crganizations serving in Rwanda, and
refrain from any aects of intimidation or viclence against personnel engaged in
humanitarian and peace-keeping work;

12. Enphasizes tha nacesgity that, jnter alias

(a) All appropriate steps be taken to ensure the security and safety of
the operation and personmel engaged in the eperation; and

{(B) The security and s=afety arrangements undertaken extend to all persons
engaged in the operation;

13. Commends the efforts of States, United Nations agencies, international
erganizations and nonegovernmental organizations which have provided
humanitarian and other assistance, encourages them to continue and increase such
assistance, and urges others te provide such 2ssistance;
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14. HWelcomes the intention of the Secretary-General to establish a gpecial
trust fund for Rwanda and invites tha international community to contribute
generously to it;

15. commendg the tireless efforts of the UNAMIR Porce Commander to Prevent
mere innocent lives from being lost, and to bring about a cease~fire between the
parties; .

16. Commends alse the efforts of the Secretary-Genaral and his Spacial
Representative to achieve a political settlemant in Rwanda within the framework
of the Arusha Peace Agreement, invites them, in coordination with the OAU and _
countries in the region to continue thejy efforte, and gemands that ¢the parties
vndertake serious efferts to bring about pPolitical reconciliation;

17. Decides to keep the situation in Rwanda and the rele Played by UNAMIR
under congtant review and, to that end, requaste the Secretary-Ceneral to report
to the Council as appropriate, and in any cage no latar than 9§ August 1994 and
9 October 1894, on Progress made by UNAMIR in the discharge of itg mandate, the
gafety of populations at risk, the humanitarian 8ituation and progress towards a
ceasa-fire and politieal reconciliation;

18. Decides to remain actively geized of the matter.

D —



Mr President,

New Zealand warmly welcomes the adoption of this resolution
today._ Its adoption will enable the Secretariat and
countries contributing troops and egquipment for UNAMIR to
?ove ahead speedily with the deployment of the expanded
orce.

It is important, however, to remember the history of
today’s resolution, as 7 said at the time we adopted
Resolution 918 almost four weeks ago, we were very
disappointed that that resolution, adopted against tha
background of horrific reports of human brutality, approved
only a tentative first phase of the expanded United nations
presence in Rwanda. We would have much preferreq the
Council, in that resclution, to have taken the step it has

potential troop contributing countries about the Councilr’g
commitment to the idea of an expanded UNAMIR. As we think
subsequent events have shown, that signal had the result of
delaying decisions by troop contributing countries to
commit themselves to the operation.

At the szame time, we want ro exXpress our warm apprefiation
of the willingness shown by 2 number of African countries
Lo offer troops, notwithstanding this "orange light", and
also by those coutries such as the United States which have
made very substantial offers of agsistance with equipment .

It is barticularly welcome that this resolution ends the
doubt about the determination of the Council to do what is
Neécessary for Rwanda. This resolution gives effect to the
Council’s wigh that UNAMIR should - deploy as socon - as
pessible to provide security for Rwandans at risk and for
essential humanitarian relief operations.

in New Zealand's view, it ig very important that this
resolution states clearly the Council’s grave concern at
the genocide that hag taken place in Rwanda. The
systematic killings of thousands upon thousands of innocent
civilians has characterised the terrible wviolence in
Rwanda., There is no doubt in our minds that genocide has
occurred, and it is significant that at last the Council

has formally recognised that.
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New Zealand welcomes the recognition given in this
resolution to the importance of closa Cooperation between
UNAMIR and the activities of the United Nations High
Commissioner on Human Rights and the recently appointed
Special Rapporteur for Rwanda. Reconstruction of Rwandan
society on the basis of respect for human rights will be an
important task for the future and the Unitegd Nations must

be equipped to Support the people of Rwanda in this effort.

It is auspicious that this regolution has heen adopted on
the day that the parties have resumed their ceasefire
talks. We cannot stress too strongly the importance of the
parties ceasing the appalling and -unnéecessary hostilities
immediately and honouring their assurances teo cooperate
with UNAMIR in carrying out its mandate. We demand that
they agree to a ceasefire and work hard to find peaceful
solutions to the violence which has engulfed their country.

Nevertheless, even if a ceasefire were to come, we are
conscious that UNAMIR will be operating in an unstable and
dangerous environment. It is  important that this
resolution has reiterated the fact that UNAMIR has the
authority to act robustly in defence of its mandate, and
can take forceful action against militias or anyone else
who threaten protected sites and populations.

We will continue to follow the sit@ation in Rwanda clogely
and look forward te further progress reports from the
Secretary General. - :

In conclusion, Mr President, I would like to comment
briefly on the remarks contained in the final section of
the Secretary-General’s report. The Secretary-General says
that the delay in the . international response to the
genocide in Rwanda demonstrates the inadequacy of the
international community’s system for responding to crises
of this nature. We endorse fully the Secxetary-General’s
assessment that the system requires .review to strengthen

%} its reactive capacity.
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One obvious deficieney in the system is the lack of an
appropriate mechanism within the Council for a proper
discussion of the concerns that led to the Qecision in
Resolution 518 to delay authorisation of the f£ull force for
Rwanda. We understand fully the wishes of those Council
members and potential troop contributing countries who
sought greater clarity in the concept of operations for the
expanded force. The questions that were asked were
important ones and desexved answersa. But we had ne forum
for discussion of such "hands on® issues,

Recent history has demonstrated many times that the
informal consultations of the Council do not provide an
appropriate forum for Council members to explore with the
Secretariat at the necessary worxking level the important,
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but technical issues involved, Nox do bilateral
discussions betwsen individual Council members and the
Secretariat, whiech do ROt permit an interchange of ideas
between the range of Couneil menbers, provide an adequate
alternative.

Thus, in the absence of a resolution of these important
issues, in the tragic case of Rwanda the Couneil was forced
o temporise. Thar was bad for the United Nations and bad
for the people of Rwanda. We consider that the proposed
review of the United Nations system for responding to
c¢rises like that in Rwanda must address this structural
deficiency.

forward during Net Zealand’s presidency of the Council in
April. Document S/PRST/1894/22 of 1 May records that it
was not possible te reach agreement on measures to improve
the Councilrss hanagement of Peacekeeping operations. Rutr
it was decided to keep this under review, New Zealand will
ensure that this process of review ig actively pursued.
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SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Oour u/n fax of 8 June concerning the adoption of Res
925(1994) on Rwanda.

Summary

- Spain proposes that Council set up commission of experts
on breaches of humanitarian law in Rwanda

- Informal discussions are under way to get Rwanda off the
Council or at least to remove or neutralise the current
representative hefore Rwanda's Presidency in September

Action

- Comments on Spanish draft resolution
Report

Commission of experts

As noted in our fax (not to others) forwarding the text of
Res 925 (1994) of 8 June, the Spanish said in their EOV that
the adoption of that resolution should not mean the end of
the Council's consideration of the SecGen's report. They
foreshadowed the idea of the Council requesting the SecGen to
establish a commission of experts to examine information on
violations of humanitarian law in Rwanda. The Spanish have
this afternoon circulated to all Council members the draft

CONFIIENTHAL
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resolucion in our accompanying fax (Wellington and Geneva
only) which proposes the establishment of such a commission.

2 The draft follows closely the format and language of Res
780(1992) which called for the establishment of the
commission of experts into war crimes in the former
Yugoslavia, with the references to the Geneva Conventions
replaced by references to the Genocide Convention. The
covering note advises that the draft will be raised at the
next round of informal consultations. These are scheduled
for Monday, 13 June.

3 We know from informal discussions that the British and
Americans are not enthusiastic about the idea of the UN
pursuing in Rwanda a path similar to that taken in
Yugoslavia. But that reluctance stems not from the gravity
of the matter (which is undeniable) but from an unwillingness
for the UN to be forced to investigate and punish crimes in|

countries in which they have no direct interests. In the US|

case, there is also a concern that acknowledgement that
genocide has occurred will lead +to pressure for the US to
become directly involved. This last point was the subject of
a NY Times article today (see earlier fax - Wellington only).

4 Part of the US/UK reluctance probably also relates to the
current difficulties in getting the Yugoslavia war crimes
tribunal up and running. They would prefer not to have to
repeat that sort of exercise and they know that once a
commission has been established and evidence has been
collected, there will inevitably be pressure to set up a
tribunal along the lines of the Yugoslavia war crimes
tribunal. Indeed, Op4 in the Spanish draft is more specific
that the equivalent in Res 780 and refers directly to the
objective of ensuring that persons responsible for conmitting
crimes are brought to justice. It points, therefore, to the
establishment of a tribunal.

5 We understand from the British that the Legal Office has
raised two questions with the Spanish about the draft. The
first concerns funding to cover the costs of the Commission.
The costs of the Yugoslav Commission were to be met from
within existing resources, but in reality the Commission was
reliant on the services and facilities provided free of
charge by its energetic Chair, Bassiouni. New funding will
be required for a Rwanda Commission. The second issue was
the time frame for the investigation, The Yugoslav
Commission went on far longer than had been expected and the
Secretariat had been left with the job of trying to force it
to wrap up its work. The Legal Office has suggested that the
Spanish draft should set a time period within which the
Commission should complete its task.

6 Notwithstanding their reservations, the British at least
recognise that there is 1little chance of turning the
initiative off now that it has been tabled and made public.
(The Spanish have also circulated their draft to the nedia.)

CONFBRNAL-
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7 For our part, we can see no sustainable basis for the
Council to refuse to follow the path proposed by the
Spanish. 1Indeed, to do so would be tantamount +o saying that
war crimes and genocide in Africa are of less importance than
those carried out in Europe. Moreover, the establishment of
such a process may even help the process of political
reconciliation in Rwanda if it serves as a means of getting
the leaders of the interim government out of the way. Unlike
the situation in Yugoslavia, it seems that those responsible
for organising the killings are not necessary to pelitical
process. The ceasefire talks are being conducted by the
military leaders in charge of the government forces, not the
political personalities who set up the interim government.

Exclusion of Rwanda from the Security Council

8 As mentioned by phone (van Bohemen/Ward), there have been
a number of informal discussions among Council members on
what to do about Rwanda's seat on the Security Council. The
Spanish and Czechs have been very exercised on the point, and
the Spanish have told us that they intended to convene a
meeting of Non-~NAM Council members, though they have not done
so as yet. We took the precaution earlier this week of
sounding out the P3 on their views since we expected that
they would have theological concerns unrelated to Rwanda
which would predispose them against any move to expel Rwanda
or to challenge the credentials of the current representative
and leave an empty seat.

9 There have been variocus discussions on the subject among
P5 members over the past week and the P5 have agreed to take
up the matter as a group on Monday, 13 June. They have all
recognised the public relations debacle that could ensue if
Rwanda is the President in September when their Heads of
State and Government are in town for the General Asgsembly and
they are forced to shake hande with Bizimana, the current PR
who takes his instructions from the interim government.

10 The Americans had been considering the possibility of
trying to persuade the Africans to call for a vote in the
Assenmbly which would rescind the decision to elect Rwanda.
Even if the Africans could be persuaded (which would not be
easy to organise), and even if it were legally possible for
the Assembly to curtail in this way the nembership rights
bestowed by Article 23(2) of the Charter (which must be open
to question), such a gQecision would require a 2/3 majority
which would be difficult to achieve. A more logical and
straight forward course would be to challenge Bizimana's
credentials under the Council's Provisional Rules of
Procedure. But since, if successful, that would result in an
empty seat, the Ps are unenthusiastic. They are concerned at
the precedent that this would establish. {Noone thinks it
would be a good idea to give the seat to the RPF.)

11 The French are trying to promote a less drastic solution,

CONFIDENAL
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namely that Bizimana should be persuaded, in accordance with
a maximalist interpretation of Rule 20 of +%he Provisional
Rules, to stand aside from all discussions in the Council
during his Presidency and to leave it to the next in line to
£ill the Presidency on an interim basis. BRut that scheme has
two flaws. One is that we would have to endure two months of
Spain as President which, given the prolixity of the Spanish
PR, would be no small price for other Council members to
pay. A more fundamental objection is that, under the 1last
sentence of Rule 20, Bizimana would still retain his
ceremonial responsibilities under Rule 19, so that would not
solve the PR problem.

12 The British are now inclining to the view that the only
clean solution would be for Rwanda to be persuaded to resign
their seat, and thus pave the way for the election of a new
member. Resignation is not without precedent. We understand
that when there has been a deal to split a Council term, the
country taking the first year must, in formal terms, resign
before the succeeding State can take its place. But, while
that may be the cleanest solution, it will not be an easy one
to secure.

13 Discussion is still at a very preliminary stage. We will
report further on this issue following the P5 meeting.

End Messadge
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Subjeét

U51656: SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA -

w

Your C04600 and accompanying fax refer.

Commission of Experts

2 The call for establishment of a Commission of Experts on
Rwanda represents a natural follow-on from the requests
addressed to the SecGen in the Presidential statement of 30
April 1994 and SR 918 (1994).

3 We have only one substantive point to make on the Spanish
draft resolution: we recommend the deletion of "grave" from
OPs 1 and 2, where it 1is currently used to gqualify
"violations of international humanitarian law". In our view,
the Commission should not be required to draw a distinction
between violations of ihl and grave violations of ihl. It
appears that the word "grave" may be a hang-over from Res 780
on which the Spanish draft is largely based. (That
resolution referred to "violations of international
humanitarian law, including grave breaches of the Geneva
Conventions...™")

4 Once the Commission of Experts on Rwanda is established,
the next obvious question will be the establishment of a
txibunal. While we share the US/UK concerns about the
difficulties associated with getting the Yugoslav war crimes
tribunal up and running, we agree fully with your para 7 that
the UN must be seen to bhe treating Rwanda with the sane
degree of seriousness with which it treated Yugoslavia.

CONFIBENTHE
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Exclusion of Rwanda from Security Council

5 We look forward to your further reporting based on P5
and other consultations on this issue.

End Message
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Letter from Rwanda urging increase in UNOMUR and deployment of
UNAMIR as a "buffer face" is attached for your information.
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LETTER DATED 8 JUNE 1994 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE
OF RWANDA T0 THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT
OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

I have the honour t& transmit herewith a note verbale, dated 1 June 1994,
addregsed to you by the Ministry of Foreign hffairs and Cooperation of Rwanda,
concarning the situation in Rwanda.

In this note, the Government of Rwanda, while expressing regret that the
Rwandese Patriotic Front (RPF) L8 obsetinatély pursuing its leogic of war with
massive support from Uganda, uzgently appeals to the Security Council to take
the action necegsary to bring about a cessation of hostilities and to compel
Uganda tc withdraw the men and the arms Lt has supplied to RPF.

In this connection, the Government of Rwanda regueets that its complaint
concerning the aggression committed by Uganda againet Rwanda, which was the
subject of its letter of 16 May 1994 (see $/1994/586), be considered at the
earliest poseible opportunity in order to resteore peace in Rwanda and avert a
confiagration in the subregion.

I zhould be grateful if you would have the text of this letter and its

annex circulated as a document of th2 Security Council.

(Signed) Jean-Damascéne BIZIMANA
hmbassador
Permanent Representative

94-24529 (B) 0906%4 10,/06/94 _—
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Annex

Kote verbale dated 1 June 1994 from the Ministrv of Foreign
Affaire and Cooperation of Rwanda addressed to the
President of the Securi Council

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation of the Rwandese Republic
presents ite compliments to the President of the Security Council and has the
honour to draw his attention to the following.

i, The Government of Rwanda welcomeg the strengthening of the United
Nations Resistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR) and the expansion of its mandate
pursuant to Security Council resolution 918 (1994) of 17 May 1994,

The Government of Rwanda regrets, however, that the Rwandese Patriotic
Front (RPF), obstinately pursuing ite logic ¢f war with massive support from
Uganda, persists in violating paragraph 1 of section A of the above-mentioned
resolution.

By opting to pursue its war of aggresaion agaimst Rwanda through its proxy,
RPF, Uganda is preventing the deployment of the strengthened UNRMIR and the
performance of the Mission's functions,

The Government of Rwanda urgently appeals to the Security Council to take
the action nacessary to bring about a cessation of hostilities and to compel
tlganda to withdraw the men and the arms it has supplied to RPF.

The Government of Rwanda considers, moreover, that the complaint which it
lodged on 16 May 1994 cencerning Uganda's aggreesion should be considered at the
earliest possible opportunity in order to restore peace in Rwanda and avert a
conflagration in the subregion.

2, In view of the stubbern refuesal of RPF to engage in a dialogue with the
Govarnment of Rwanda on the eastablishment of & cease-fire and the settlement of
the political problems that have arisen, the Security Council should consider,
inter alia, the deployment of a buffer force capable of compelling the parties
to desist from the fishting.

3. The Government of Rwanda reiterates its pceition concexning the embargo
which has been imposed against Rwanda while the other party to the conflict
continues to enjoy unimpeded access to arms and even troops supplied by ite
allies, who are accomplices in the aggression against Rwanda.

The Government of Rwanda believes that the embarge imposed against Rwanda
in faet encourages the aggressor to seek a military victory and hence to
egecalate the hostilities and increase the suffering of the population. This is
what hag happened in Rwanda gince the adoption of resolution 318 (1994).

L ]
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There is therefore an urgent need for an embargo against the aggressor
cather than againet the victim of the aggression. The latter must be able to
exercise its right of self-defence undeyr Article 51 of the Charter of the United
Nations.

4. The Government of Rwanda reiterates ite request that the numerical
ctrangth and the logistical means of the United Nations Cbserver Mission Uganda-
gwanda (UNOMUR) be increased &0 that the HMigsjion will be batier able to carry
sut ite assigned tasks.

The Government of Rwanda would like the Security council ta deal with this
note as a matter of urgency.
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Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Summary

= Spanish raise proposal for special commission to
investigate massacres; NZ supports further discussion

- Secretariat confirm yet more reports of massacres

- Consensus 1s emerging on the problem of Rwandan
Presidency of Council; prevailing view is that he should
be advised that if Rwanda agrees to defer its Presidency
for an undefined period his credentials will not be
challenged

Action
For information.
Report

At informals today Spain flagged (under other matters) its
draft resolution to establish a special commission to
investigate breaches of humanitarian law - including
genocide. As you know the resolution picks up, and advances,
the points in the 30 April Presidential Statement and the Sec
Gen's report. We lent support by calling for an early
discussion of the principles involved in the draft, asking
the President to add it to the work programme.

CONFDENTIAL
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2 Secretariat (Gharekhan) gave a brief on the situation on
the ground. The cease-fire talks have resumed today at
UNAMIR HQ although there was not much progress made at the
talks last week. ;

3 The situation in Kigali is very tense with heavy fighting
reported in the last few days. The RPF continues to pressure
"government" held pockets in Kigali. Elsewhere in the
country it appears the "government" forces are building a
buffer zone in order to halt further RPF advances south.
This morning the RPF announced it had taken control of
Gitarama (the town in which the "government" had earlier
established its HQ). In Ruhengeri (in the north) the
p{position of the two sides had not changed.

4 The OAU Summit (meeting in Tunisia) has established a
Committee on Rwanda with the objectives of brokering a
cease-fire, stop the massacres, encourage dialogue and help
implement the Arusha Agreement. All appeals at the Summit
(including one from the South African Foreign Minister) had
failed to bring the parties face to fact despite both sides
having delegations in Tunis at present.

5 Secretariat reported what appears to be another massacre
in "government" held area (Kiyumba?) where 250 mainly Tutsi
civilians were sheltering in a church under the protection of
two French and German priests. Armed men wearing civilian
clothes entered the church on 11 June and first took 10
people away. Shots were heard following which tear gas was
thrown into the church. After more armed men arrived, 180
civilians were taken from the church, the armed men saying
that they were assisting in the "evacuation" of these
people, Gunfire followed in which the priests were injured,
at least 16 bodies of those taken from the church were seen
by the priests before they managed to escape to the ICRC in
Kigali. UNAMIR is to attempt to investigate this event.

6 There was also a separate report of 63 persons and 9
catholic priests killed in RGF held section of Kigali.
Secretariat reported that RPF has declared its intention to
investigate and punish those responsible for the RPF killing
of Archbishop Nsengiyumva and 9 others in Kabgayi.

7 UNAMIR reports there is a pattern of harassment

evolving. Both sides appear to be attempting to intimidate
UNAMIOR in Kigali. It is becoming increasingly difficult to
observe conflict zones. On 8 June a UNAMIR group was

involved in a very tense situation in which a French
journalist was injured and the rest made a narrow escape.

8 On 9 June UNAMIR HQ was hit by antitank or artillery fire
aimed at the HQ buildings. A UNAMIR convoy was also shelled
as it made its way to cease-~fire talks.,

Rwanda Credentials
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9 P5 consideration of this issue was preempted by this
subject being raised at an extended discussion over the

weekend amongst most PRs on the Council. Meeting mainly
focussed on peacekeeping issues in general but the specific
question of Rwanda was raised. Bizimana was not present.

After an extensive canvassing of the options and the legal
position a clear trend emerged in favour of Bizimana being
given an ultimatum. If he would acquiesce in the President
(probably Marker next month) announcing that Rwanda had
requested "due to its limited resources and other problems"
that its Presidency be deferred, and if he keeps a very low
profile especially on sensitive issues, then the members of
the Council who would otherwise challenge his credentials
will withhold such action.

10 Olhaye (Djibouti) who is currently chair of the African

Group volunteered to be the one to put this proposition to
Bizimana. We will keep in touch with developments.

End Message
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SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Summary

- Spaln S proposal to establish special commission to

investigate genocide gets useful support
NAM reserve position

US has still to come to a position and China may want to
consider the text further

Nigeria is most cautious , calling the initiative
premature

Canadians expect Kigali airport to be out of range of
"government" forces very soon as RPF moves them off the
one position from which they could shell airport

Canadians repeat their hope that NZ will help with
airlift if at all possible

Action

For information

Report

2

Spain had the opportunity to introduce their draft

resolution to establish a special commission of enquiry.

-
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Most members of the Council spoke in support of the
initiative with the notable exception of Nigeria (DPR Ayewah)
which expressed a view that it was premature to consider the
matter and that they would have a "major difficulty" with it.

3 While referring to the "unmistakable human rights
dimension to the conflict in Rwanda" US indicated it had yet
to finalise its position on the proposal. US is giving
thought to any implications there might (conceivably) be for
UNAMIR's neutrality and noted its interest in hearing the
findings, expected shortly, of the Special Rappourters recent
enquiry. UK did not speak as a result, we understand, of
Hanay challenging London's negative instructions. UKMISS
objective 1is to seek instructions which at least are not
"obstructionist" on the issue given FCO's apparent reluctance
to go down the investigative route.

4 China interestingly appeared to be open to a
consideration of the text proposing a drafting addition to
Op4 so that it would be clear that the resolution was aimed
at bringing to Jjustice those in Rwanda, (ie not elsewhere) .
The proposal being to add the words "in Rwanda" to the end of
Op4. They did however highlight 3 comments. The first being
that given the situation in Rwanda was appalling and that the
Council needed to react to it, they were prepared to consider
a proposal which sent a political signal and which did not go
beyond the scope of the Council's mandate. Secondly, they
believed the initiative involved legal questions which would
require more time to consider. Thirdly, they reminded
Council members that at the time resolution 780 (1992)
establishing the FRY special commission was adopted, China
had made a statement that it did not believe that that would
constitute a precedent. Since that time the international
community had "learned some lessons" and had a better
understanding of what it "should or should not do".

5 France indicated it could accept the text as it stands
(though it would prefer to see Ops 1 and 2 reversed in
order). Russia, Argentina, Czech, and Brazil were supportive
and welcoming of the Spanish initiative. Brazil mentioned it
was presently considering how the proposal would "fit into
the overall process of considering what has happened in
Rwanda", 1ie the division of labour between the Special
Rapportour and the proposed special commission. They were
also considering what the implications of establishing the
special commission might be for future follow up action, eqg
establishing a tribunal?

6 For our part we said that in principle we supported the
initiative. We said we saw the work of the Special Rappatour
and that of the proposed commission as different and
distinct. The Human Rights Commission's mandate was more
forward looking in that we hoped it would help Rwanda to
restablish itself as a state in such a way as it any
repetition of these events could be avoided. In this context
it would be better for the specific instances of past
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violations to be considered by the special commission. We
could accept amendments which specifically drew attention to
the HRC mandate but we did not believe it was necessary to
make such references i1f this would cause difficulties for
some delegations.

i Pakistan, on behalf of NAM, indicated that the NAM would
require time to consider the draft. Except for Nigeria, none
of the other NAM members spoke, including of course Rwanda.

Comment

8 The Nigerian position is something of a surprise given
their apparently helpful role in Geneva at the time the Human
Rights Commission resolution was adopted. At this stage we
can't tell whether their reluctance to play a similar role
here represents merely being out of step with their mission
in Geneva on human rights whether it represents a change (and
hardening) of their position vis a wvis human rights or
whether it is simply a personal idiosyncracy of their DPR.
Whatever we can expect a further round of discussions in the
Council on this matter.

9 Other point of interest on Rwanda today is that the Sec
Gen confirmed the appointment of the new Special Rep for
Rwanda. (Booh Booh's contract was not renewed.) cvV for
Shaharyar Mohammad Khan, a previous Foreign Secretary from
Pakistan, follows by fax.

10 In the absence of any update on the situation on the
ground from Garekhan, we asked the Canadians about the status
of Kigali airport which has been closed for several days.
Canadians told us that the reason for the airport closure is
the failure on the part of the "government" forces to provide
a adequate assurances that they will not shell it. Their
ability to shell is apparently now limited to occupation of
one hillside. Canadians expect them to be moved off it by
the RPF and for the airport to be out of artillery/mortar
range very soon.

11 In light of this Canadians have provided a second plane
(for a very short period only) to help clear the backlog of
freight. Canadians also mentioned that the overland route
from Uganda on which UNAMIR had been relying for resupply in
recent days had proved less than satisfactory given the
ability of militias to interrupt convoys despite their being
in RPF territory. Canadians also stressed to us again their
urgent desire for NZ to join them in this exercise.

End Message
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FROM: NEW YORK C04621/NYK 15-Jun—-19594

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC ITmmediate

cC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
PARIS SANTIAGOC Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC,ISAC,HRU,LGL,EUR,DPB,[EPl,EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF

(DSIA,OPS,DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)
Subject
SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Summary

Special Rep for Rwanda met with NP10 today

Special Rep urged NP10 members to do what they can to
produce the necessary logistical resources to get troops
to Rwanda as soon as possible :

Reports of cease-fire agreement reached at OAU summit

Secretariat report that some 60 children were massacred

yesterday

There are reports of decreasing fighting in Kilgali

It remains uncertain whether ceasefire brockered at OAU
Summit will have any force in the field

Action

For

information

Report

The new Special Rep (Khan)
preparation for his mission to Rwanda.

tomo

a large group of members of the Council before

called on the NP10 dgroup today in
He calls on the P5

rrow. This was the first time a Special Rep has met with

beginning a
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mission and was partlcularly welcome given the enormous
difficulty of the task in Rwanda. As you know from his CV
Khan has a good deal of experience as Pakistan's last
Permanent Secretary of Foreign Affairs. Marker described him
as "one of the best".

2 Khan seems to have a determination to roll up his sleeves
on the mission indicating he would leave for Rwanda next week
after he has had a chance to meet with the ex-Special Rep
Booh Booh for a briefing here in NY. Noting that the lack of
facilities was "immaterial" he said he was prepared to live
in Rwanda and was determined to get to Kigali "somehow".

Khan emphasised his neutral credentials and expressed a hope
that he would act transparently in order to be most effective.

3 The Special Rep called on the NP10 members to do what
they could to bring logistic assistance to get troops to
Rwanda more guickly than was the present case. He noted that
at the earliest it was 3 weeks before the first Ghanain
contingent could be deployed. If troops could be there
earlier this would help the people of Rwanda in a concrete
way. "Many lives could have been saved" he said as a result
of the psychology if the Council had evidenced an earlier
commitment to an expanded UNAMIR Khan said.

4 On the question of Arusha, he noted that while the
Agreement was very important and would be a base for the
future, he did not believe that the solution should be
imposed on the people of Rwanda, it was rather a matter for
them to determine from within.

5 All NP10 members (1nc1udlng Rwanda) spoke in welcoming
his appointment and express;ng a desire to cooperate. We
noted that no other UN mission had guite the same sense of
tragedy about it and we drew attention to the two types of
tasks he would face. On the one hand there would be the
important peace building role as a go between with the two
factions, and on the other, the Council's mandate given to
him to protect civilians at risk.

6 It was possible to conceive of a likely tension between
these two roles. Given that the need to protect human life
was paramount we warned him that he should keep in mind the
possible need to use an appropriately robust level of force
against those who may wish to continue practices of
massacring civilians. We wanted him to know that if that
became necessary he would have the backing of the Council to
use every bit of force available under the rules of
engagement. We also noted that a lesson learnt in recent
times was that there was a tendency for the Council to stand
back and wait for a mandate review period tc come up before
considering a clearly deteriorating situation. In this
context we urged him to come to the Council early and gave
our commitment to respond by taking, if necessary, a more
hands on interest in events in the field (if those in the
field called for it).
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7 This was widely supported by others. Nigeria went on to
note that Khan had the opportunity to "wipe the sense of
shame that the Council had failed to respond to the problem"
and would "remove the frustration felt in dealing with the
problem of Rwanda." While recommending that the Special Rep
coordinate closely with the OAU Sec Gen and with the leaders
of the sub-region, Gambari nonetheless, emphasised the
unacceptability of the international community having
initially treated Rwanda as "an African problem" and one for
them alone to find troops etc for.

8 Djibouti laid emphasis on the need to obtain a cease-fire
and indicated that once a cease-fire had been obtained it
would be possible to discuss other matters such as genocide.

Cease=fire

9 Secretariat (Gharekhan) briefed the Council on the
situation at informals today. The OAU summit meeting in
Tunis had ended on a high note today with the RPF rep
announcing that regional talks held in the margins of the
meeting had resulted in a cease-fire agreement, including
agreement to cease all hostilities and genocide. The Rwanda
"government" side, also present in Tunis, had said it would
also observe the cease-fire and that the two parties would
revisit certain aspects of the Arusha Agreement and would
proceed to establish the transitional government after which
the "government" side would disappear.

10 News of this cease-fire is encouraging and the Special
Rep (at the above meeting) noted that the latest news out of
Kigali was that military fire appeared to be decreasing in
Kigali. It will however take a day or two to see if it
sticks.

11 Gharekhan reported that there had been eyewitness
accounts given to UNAMIR of 60 Tutsi children being massacred
at St Paul's church in the "government" sector of Kigali.
The RPF rep here cautioned that their position at Tunis had
been to allow the "government" 3 days in which to bring its
forces under control to stop the killing of civilians. The
news of the massacre of the children gave some cause for
doubt about how well the "government" side might be able to
fulfil the bargain.

12 Gharekhan noted that the 7th round of cease-fire talks
had been held yesterday and that the next round was scheduled
for tomorrow. The airport remains closed and although the
transfer of displaced persons had resumed on Monday afternoon
(with 550 persons relocated), it had had to be suspended
vesterday.

S8ituation on the Ground

13 UNAMIR had discussed with the RPF and "government" forces
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the removal of clergy from Kabgayi as called for by the Holy
See as well as a proposal to build a compound in Kigali for
displaced persons. The RPF was expected to reply shortly to
these proposals.

14 The delivery of humanitarian assistance has intensified
to both the stadium and King Fasal Hospital in Xigali.
Medecines Sans Frontieres has reported that the stadium in
Cyangugu (where there are a large number of civilians at risk
sheltering) appeared to be calmer and the hospital was well
equipped.

15 The Human Rights Special Rappatour has returned to
Nairobi and had talks with the UNAMIR Force Commander and
other UN agencies. He had been unable to visit Kigali
however.

Spanish Draft Resolution

16 There was no discussion of the Spanish proposal today at
informals. As you know, the Council is waiting for the NAM
to coordinate its position. We understand from Pakistan that
as NAM coordinator their objective 1is to delay 1its
consideration for as long as possible. In an interesting
gloss to the Nigerian position, they say their position is
"exactly the same as NZ's except on the question of timing".
This of course is the crucial point. We also understand from
the UKMISS that they have new instructions to be "warmly
supportive" of the Spanish initiative. China says its
position is to wait for NAM lead.

End Message
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FROM: NEW YORK C04628/NYK 16-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Immediate
PARIS Routine

CC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
SANTIAGO TOKYO Routine
WASHINGTON DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC,ISAC,HRU,LGL,EUR,DP3,DSPB,EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF {DSIA,OPS,DDI)

DEFENCE MOD {GENTLES) A»J

Subject fzgf

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

sSummary

- French are seriously considering mounting international
force to intervene in Rwanda

- According to the British, the French do not propose to
seek Security Council endorsement but are hoping for the
blessing of the SecGen

- The French Mission are saying nothing for the moment
Action

We propose consideration of instructions to Paris to argue
against any French intervention.

Report

Two minutes after sending our fax 2797 which downplayed media
reports that France was considering mounting an intervention
operation in Rwanda to halt the massacres, we received a call
from the British who told us that the French were indeed
serious and had approached the British "and others" to
participate. The British said that the French had told them
that the intention was only to stay in Rwanda until such time
as the expanded UNAMIR was in place. The British also said
that the French were not proposing to seek Council approval
of such a mission but were trying to get the blessing of the
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SecGen.

2 When we called the French Mission for further information
and comment, we were told that the Mission knew little about
the initiative and that they were waiting for further advice
from Paris. They claimed that no action was currently
underway in New York in relation to any French intervention.

3 The British said they were currently considering their
position. A critical issue would be the attitude of the
parties. Like us, the British thought that the RPF not be
Keen to see the French back in Rwanda given their close links
to the Habyrimana regime. They did not know the timing of
the proposed intervention but assumed that it was intended to
take place very soon if it went ahead.

4 The British were interested to know our reaction to the
possibility of French intervention given the role we had
played in Council discussions on Rwanda. We said we would
need to reflect on the news and its implications. Obviously,
at one level, any action which brought an end to the
massacres had to be welcomed. But the implications of
unilateral intervention, whether by France alone or in the
company of others, which took place without the sanction of
the Security Council or the request/consent of the parties,
were serious and could not be lightly glossed over.

RPF Reaction

5 The RPF have told us that they have issued a statement
warning that they would oppose, by force if necessary, any
French intervention.

Comment

6 It seems to us that this is an extremely dangerous
development. Unilateral intervention could only complicate
enormously the UN missicon. It has all the potential to

follow exactly the disastrous pattern of the US intervention
in Somalia leaving an impossible aftermath for the UN to
manage. In this case it would be even worse.

7 In practice it is impossible to see how a French
intervention force could avoid being drawn into the conflict
between RGF and RPF. At best they would be drawn into the
kind of "buffer" which the UN definitely does not want to
happen. At worst they would become part of the problem by
being identified as protecting the RGF.

8 The most useful thing the French could do if they want to
make "a grand gesture" would be to send a significant fleet
of transport aircraft to Africa in order to uplift the UNAMIR
contingents and for them to deliver at the same time the
heavy equipment which they have promised tot he Senegalese.

Recommendation
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9 We recommend that you ask Paris to urgently indicate to
the French grave reservations about any intervention other
than by UNAMIR in accordance with the Security Council's
existing resclutions.

End Message
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FROM: PARIS C01931/PAR 16-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Priority
NEW YORK Priority

ce: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
SANTIAGO TORYO Routine
DEFENCE WASHINGTON Routine

MFAT {MEA,U%C,ISAC,HRU,LGL,EUR,DPB,DSPI,EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES) /L?L

Subject ’15?

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Summary

FM Juppe announced yesterday that France was ready to
intervene in Rwanda along with its principle European and
African partners to stop the massacres and protect those
threatened with extermination.

France 1s said to be discussing the initiative with Belgium,
Germany, Italy and the Americans.

Action
For information.
Report

2. In a surprise annocuncement late yesterday afternoon, FM
Juppé said that France "would be ready to intervene in Rwanda
with its European partners or African countries to protect
groups threatened with extermination”. He noted that the
operation could take place "in the near future" i1if the
ceasefire, concluded Tuesday between the RPF and the interim
government in the margin of the OAU Summit, was not respected.

3. Our contacts in the Quai d'Orsay were unobtainable for
comment today. We have however faxed to Wellington only a
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morning under Juppe's name outlining French peolicy and the
background to the initiative. The article emphasises the
failure of the international community to respond to the
situation in Rwanda and, while specifically not accusing the
UN, notes that the long delay in strengthening UNAMIR has
been complicated by the need to equip those African countries
willing to send troops. France is providing FF20 million for
this purpose. "Nothing must slow down the deployment of the
UN troops which alone will allow lives to be saved." Juppé
also stresses the importance of finding a political solution
to the conflict through the efforts of neighbouring
countries. He calls on the international community to
support and protect those surviving moderates in Rwanda
capable of playing a constructive role in the task of
political reconstruction and concludes:

"It is no longer the time for crossing one's arms and
deploring the massacres but of taking initiatives. The
urgent need for international intervention must lead us to
use our imagination and courage. If UNAMIR is taking its
time in arriving in Rwanda, why not use some of the 18,000 UN
troops still present in Somalia and who could be rapidly
deployed to Kigali? I have suggested this to the UN
Secretary-General who is favourable in principle. We are
actively working to put this in place through our
representative in New York.

If this isn't enough, France is ready with its principle
European and African partners to prepare an intervention on
the ground to end the massacres and to protect the
populations threatened with extermination.

No sclution should be discarded to end the Rwandan tragedy.
France is ready to place its part in this effort.n

4 Few other details of what is being considered have
emerged today. A number of guestions remain unanswered - not
the least of which the relationship between any French
intervention force and UNAMIR. It is not clear which
European or African countries might be approached to join
France. Tonight's Le Monde suggests that France is
discussing the issue with Belgium, Germany, and Italy - none
of which are considered likely to be every keen in light of
their recent experiences in Rwanda and Somalia. The issue
could also have been raised with George Moose, in charge of
African Affairs at State Department, who is in Paris today.
What little public comment there has been from the Minister's
office has stressed the importance of France taking some
action now in response to mounting public pressure.

Comment

5 It is certainly true that the Government has come in for
a lot of flak over its policy on Rwanda. There has been a
good deal of criticism of France's support for the Rwandan
Government (including its assistance to members of the former
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Presiaent's family now resident in Paris). At the same time,
the nationalist Right has deplored the way in which France so
easily abandoned Kigali and what it sees as France's
responsiblities in Francophone Africa. The delay over
strengthening UNAMIR has allowed others, like former
Humanitarian Affairs Minister Kouchner - due back in Kigali
today - to highlight the Government's own ineffective
response to the crisis. The initiative may therefore be as
much a response to domestic political pressures as to the
current situation in Rwanda. In any event, it does not
appear to have been particularly well-thought out. France
may claim that it does not take sides in the conflict but it
is hard to see the RPF accepting French intervention on the
ground.

6 We will try and obtain a readout from the Quai tomorrow
and report further then.

End Message




R - blin 2

{fffﬁﬂ? '717
NYPM File. EKSgil

NEW ZEALAND MISSION TO THE UNITED NATIONS, NEW YORK

Yol e

i Ery PO
7 B 444, L R

Telepht :: (212) 826-1960 Fax: (212) 758-0827

Dace. lé June 1994

TO: WELLINGTON NoTZi:[qifjf}' PRECEDENCE: ROUTINE
WGTN UNSC — No. PRECEDENCE: ROUTINE
DEFENCE No. 9 PRECEDENCE: ROUTINE
WASHINGTON No. lrd PRECEDENCE: ROUTINE
PARIS ND.S PRECEDENCE: ROUTINE

v e

LD; SFAT (MEA,UNC,LGL,HRU,EURJDPS,DSPB,EABJ
DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA,OPS,DDI)
DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES) Page 1 of: 4

Gfied {2 vwie, u}%\ PsP3
A l}
SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA )

As you know, the US tried harg to present icself as taking a constructive
lead in the adoption of Bes 925 approving the deployment of Phases 2 and 3
©f the expanded UNAMIR. This was a deliberate decision, taken in response
to strong criticism from human rights groups over the US performanca on
the adoption of Res 918, Unfortunately, the basic problems which had led
to the US positicn on Res 918 (insistence on applying the strict criteria
of PDD 25, reluctance to treat Rwanda with the sama degrea of interast and
urgency as that accorded to areas where the Us is directly engaged
(Bosnia, Haiti)) continued to influence US consideration of Res $25.

2 It is noticeable that press comment on the US pexformance has
become significantly teugher in  recent days, notwithstanding the
Administration’s efforts to appear more POsitive. We sgept you last week
the NY Times arcicle about the US position on genocide. Following is the
text of a very critical editorial in the Times yesterday, 15 June, plus a
follow-up article from today’s Times which indicates that the criticienm
has had further effect.

3 Also enclosed is a séparate article from today’s Times which
reports remarks by French Foreign Minister, Juppe, to the effect that
*rance has Dbeen considering military intervention if the massacres
continue. The comments may have some useful deterrent effect. But, given
‘PF hostility towards the Franch, we would be very surprised if the Prench
vére to intervene, even if the principal targets of such intervention were
jovernment spensored militias.
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Shameful Dawdling on Rwanda

One can stipulate that the U.S. has no vital
Interests or historical ties in Rwanda that might
justify sending troops to this ormented central
African country. That said, the Clinton Administra.
tion chose an awtul time to delay logistical aid to
U.N, peacekeepers, and a warse time to apply a
sermantic sponge o ¢rimes against humanity.

Just the other day, President Clinten was in
France summoning the memories of a just war
2gainst a genocidal foe. Meantime the appalling
butchery continues in Rwanda, where rebel militias
last week slaughtered three Catholic bishops: the
worth of a cease-fire agreeroent announced yester-
day remains to be tested. Yet a paralyzed Pentagon
. Quibbles over nickeis and dimes instead of rushing
U.S, armored vehicles to the first elements of a
projected force of 5500 U.N, peacekespers.

The bill to the U.N. for this logistical ald is $9.5
million, with delivery costs reckoned at about 86
million; the U.N. is aiso being charged a leasing fee
of $375,000 for the 50 M-113 armored personnel
carriers, Defense officials insist that the vehicles

cannot be flown from Frankfurt to Entebbe in_
Uganda until the lease agreement is concluded by
the U.N, The Ereen-eyeshade brigade is doubtless
right, but this is not a routine arms transaction: it is
a response ta a humanitarian disaster, Blame for
not slashing through thig red tape rests with the
White House and the National Security Councit..’
This haggling over leasing arrangements is

being perpetrated by the U.N.'s leading deadbeat;
the U.S. owes nearly $2 billion In treaty-mandated
dues and assessments, What adds a truly dis maying
flavor to this miserable affair js the Administra.
tion's simultaneous admonition to its officials to
avoid describing the massacres in Rwanda as geng-

 cide. Instead, spokesmen have been instructed to

Say that “acts of genocide may have occurred.*”
This dainty euphemism flies in the face of daily
reports of ethnic killings that can only be ealled |
genocidal. What really seems to worry the Clinton
team Is that taik of genocide may increase clamor
for doing more 1o Stop it, especially since the US. i |
a party to the Genocide Convention.




U.S. to Supply 60 Vehicles
For U.N. Troops in Rwanda

By MICHAEL R. GORDON

Sprcial o The ~ew York Times

WASHINCTQON, June 16 — React-
g L8 oriticisin that Washington has
responded too slowly to the killing in
Rwanda, the Admu:nisiration has
spceded up plans to equip United Na.
lions peacekeepers there with ar-
mored personnel carriers, officials
said today.

The Admunistration has alse de-
cided to describe the deaths there as
genvcide, after gace instructing its
spokesmen to say only that “acts of
genocide may have oceurred.””

The Administration's resolve is be-
ing driven py the White House, which
has faced cruticism that its ~fforts 1o
stop the massacres in Rwanda were
inadequate and ensnared in red tape.

The armered vehicles for the ex-
panded peacekeeping mission are (o
be taken from United States Army
stocks in Germany Adrminisirauon
officiais nad said it would take three
weeks 10 transport the vehicles to
Uganda, a delay that would put off the
deployment of African peacekeeping
troops in neighboring Rwanda.

Applying the Right Label

But Administration officials said a
plan had been approved taday al a
White House meeting to move the
vehicles t¢ an Air Force base near
Frankfurt and begin flying them 1o
Uganda on Sunday,

Even as the White House was
putting the finishing touches on its
plan, the Senate Foreign Relatuons
Commuttee prepared a lelter to Presi.
dent Clinton arging him to acknowl
edge formally that genocide is veeur-
ring in Rwanda. Hundreds of thou-
sands of Rwandans have been lgjled
since April 6, when the mysterious
¢rash of the Rwandan President's
plane set off 2 cycle of mass ethnic
and political killings.

The letter, which is to be sent an
Thursday, was signed by virtually ali
the ¢ommuttee members, inciuding
Senator Claiborne Pell of Rhade [s-
land, the ranking Demeocrat, and Sen-
ator lJesse Helms of North Carsiina,
the semor Republican,

The issue of the personnel carriers
arose last month, when the United
Natens sought 30 of them for the
Ghanaian vanguard of an planned
force of 3,500 peacekeepers, rmostly
African. Only 450 lightly armed
peacekeeders are currently deployed
in Rwanda, far 10¢ few even 19 assure
the safety of peopl¢ in the capital,

Vo ol & S

While the Adminisiration has ruled
out sending United States troops o

Agreement at last on
what the Pentagon
will charge for
personnel carriers.

The New Yoark Times
American cargo planes are 1o fer-
ry armored personnel carriers to
Entebbe, Uganda. for use oy Usiit-

¢d Nations troops in Rwanda.

amiana b

Rwanda, it is willing 1o help equip the
force 19 ferry civilians to safery.

During his recent trip to Europe,
Mr. Clinton said Washington would
“provide the armored support neces.
sary if the African nations will pro-
vide the iroops." -

But while the Pentagen was willing
10 provide M-113 armered personnel
carriecs, it was not prepared 1o do so
free, and ingisted that the United Na-
tions reimburse Washingion for use
of the vehicles, spare parts and ship-
ment 1o Entebbe, Uganda, where the
United Natlons would take control

In recent days the talks appeared
te have hit a snag when the Pentagon
raised its cost estimate by 5¢ percent”
and insisted that the United Natjons
also pay to fly the vehucles back to
Germany. Thay drove the cost to §15
eiilion, $11 million of which was for
transportation.

The Umited Nations, which s
strapped for money to pay for peace-
keeping operat:ons, balked at the in.
créased cest and proposed thai ihe
vehicies be returned by ship. Today
Admnistraton officials said the is.
sue had been reso|ved, essentially in
tavor of the United Nations. the cost
will be zbout $10 million, and the
vehicies will return by ship.
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A Shorter Timetable

To speed the shipment, the Air
Force is to use huge C5 planes ins
stead of the smaller C-141's 1t had
planned to use, Each C-5 can carry
six personnel carriers. Officials said
it would take only four or five days (o
fly the vehicles o Uganda.

Ghanaian (roops are 1o g0 :0 Enteb.
be (o learn to use the vshicles, and
Amerwcan officials said they hoped
the traming could be compressed into
a few days.

Ten armored personnel ¢arriers

are also beirg sent from Somalia o
Rwanda to help equip the peagekeep-
ers. The Ghanaians have 300 trocps in
Rwanda and 300 more who are ready
to 940 &8 soon as the personnel carri.
Ers arrive,

The Word From Christopher

Admunstration officials said (oday
that President Chinton and Anthony
Lake, the national security adviser,
had been cencerned about assertions
that the Administration was moving
100 siowly and had pressed the Penta.
Bon to step up s efforts.

The change in the Administration’s
public statemenis on the killings in
Rwanda was reflected in a comment
on Friday by Secrewary of Siate War.
ren Christopher that acts of genocide
ha¢ occurred in Rwanda. i think
that Is the operative lerm, from a
legal standpoint, " he said. *'If there 1s
any partrcular magic in calling
genocide, | have no hesitancy in say-
ing that"

The Admimisiraiion’s previous m-
struchons to officials o say only that
there may have becn acts of genocide

in Rwanda had brought criucism

from lawmakers and human rights
groups that Washington was trying ta
piay down the exient and nature ¢f
the killing.



F 1nce May Move In to End Rwanda Killing

PARIS, June 15 (Reusers) — The
Foreign Minister said today that
France and its European and African
ailies were prepared Lo intervene mil-
itarily in Rwanda | massacres con-
tinued and a cease-flre was aol re-
specied. The cease-fire was an-

nounced in Tunis by the Organization

of Afmcan Unity.

The Minister, Alain Juppé, told res
porlers that interventian could take
place “'relatively soon if we learn of
new massacres in coming days."

“If massacres continue and if the
cease-flre 18 not respecied, | say to-
day that France, along with 1§ main
Eurapean and Alrican partners, is
prepared to launch a ground inter-
VERiion Lo protect groups threatenéed
with extinesion,” he said.

Mr. Juppé, wha spoke afier (esyfy-
ing before the National Assembly's
Foreign  Affawrs Comrmittee, said
President Francols Mitterrand and
Prime Minister Edousrd Balladur
had discussed military intervention
earlier today.

Tutsi Report a Slaughter

- He alsg said he had suggested to
the United Nations Secretary Gen-
eral, Boutros Boutros-Ghall, that
2.00G (o 3,000 Unlted Nations peace-
keepers be transferred from Sgmalia
to Rwanda.

Even as Mr. Juppé was suggestng
that further atrocities could bring
armed intervention, a United Nauions
afficial quoted members of the Tuts)
minonty in Rwanda as saying that
Huty forees had killed 60 teen-aged
Tuts: boys after abducting them.

The official, Ma). Jean-Guy Plante,
speaking 1o reparters in Kigali, said
thé Tutsi had reported that the &0
boys were taken away on Tuesday
from the Ste-Paul church and killed
near a bridge at Rugenge, in a part af

the city that 15 conirolled by forces of
the interim Government.

“There 15 2 big hole there where a
lot of massacres have taken place,”
Major Plante said.

The otficial said six Tutst reported
that the Hutu militia forces had come
through a hole in the fence at the
battom of the Ste.-Familie compound
to take the boys away,

The Tuisy, who said they had (led
the‘compound Tuesday might after
seeing the (een-agers abducled, ap-
pealed for help In a letter 1o the
internatignal cemmunity.

The six, who are hiding 1n a Kigali
hotel, said the ahductions had been
carried out on the orders of a local
government administrator whom
they did not name.

The letier, addressed to the com-
mander of the United Nations Assist.
ance Mission in, Rwanda, Maj. Gen.
Romeo Dallaire, begged hys group o
do all in its power t0 prevent the
imminent execution of a plan of mas-
sacre threatened against us.” The
letter was also sent to the Secreta
General, Mr. Boutros-Ghali, to Presi-
dent Clinton and 1o other world lead-
ers and human rights gioups.

It said almost 300 of the 4,000 peo-
ple sheltering in the complex had
been abducied and killed since Apnl
§, although this could not be cop-
firmed.

But in general, fighting seemed to
subside in Kigali, and in Tunis, the
Orgamzation of African Unily ended
1ts annual meeting today on an opti-
mistic note after negotiating a cease-
fire agreement in Rwanda.

“In view of the urgency of the
situation and in their strong desire to
restore peace, witch has been sers-
ously comproemised in Rwanda, the
parties to the conflict have agreed to

=]

put an wnmediate end to hestilities,”
the 53-member organization said in a
communique,

The staterment was issued after

three days of mectings and after the |

interim President and 2 representa-
tive of the Tutsiled rebels, the Rwan-
dan Patripic Front, agreed (o a
cease-fire.

But the deputy commander of the
wWJnited Nations force, Brig. Gen. Hen-
Ty Anyidoho, said 1n Kigali that he
had not been offlcially mformed of a
cease-fire agreement. Despite the lull
I fighting, he added, it was not clesr
If the rival forces had heard about it
either, because Government and
rebel troops traded mortar and
small-arms fire for most of the day,

N Tuwzs
e awes qqu
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FROM: PARIS C01934/PAR 17-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Inmediate
NEW YORK Tmmediate

CC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA MADRID Routine
HARARE MOSCOW Routine
OTTAWA SANTIAGO Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC, ISAC, HRU, LGL, EUR, DP3, DSP1, EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Your C24667.
summary

France 1is serious about pursuing its initiative. The extent
to which it is likely to gain European support should be
clearer after the WEU meeting in Brussels this afternoon.
For the moment only Senegal has indicated that it will
provide troops. Action may move to New York over the weekend
where the French will attempt to obtain UNSC blessing. How,
and on what basis, is not clear. Somalia could serve as a
precedent. France wants international and UN backing but may
be prepared to intervene without the agreement and
cooperation of the RPF. Any intervention would be temporary
and provide protection for civilians until more UNAMIR troops
can be deploved.

Action

For information.

Report

2. We spoke to Cillard (Rwanda, Quai D'orsay) this
afternoon. He was not able to add much to de Bellescize's
demarche. He confirmed that France wanted international and

UN backing for the initiative. There was absolutely no
question of France intervening without this. He was not
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however clear what the legal basis would be. "This was
something for the lawyers." His own view, shared he said by
some of his Quai colleagues, was that the US intervention in
Somalia provided a precedent of sorts. The intervention
force would be transitional - "not even two months" and would
remain in place until UNAMIR was strengthened. This could
take 4-5 weeks. It was necessary to move very gquickly. "Not
tomorrow but within a few days."

3. France was walting on the WEU meeting in Brussels this
afternoon to know which, if any, WEU members might be
prepared to provide troops for an international intervention
force. Italy and Spain were possibilities. Germany might
have been willing had its Constitution not stood in the way.
According to the British Embassy whom we also spoke to this
afternoon, the Elysee had confirmed that only Senegal had so
far indicated a firm commitment to provide troops. (Cillard
had confirmed that France was in the process of equipping the
Senegalese troops.) Our British contact also told us that
the UK had not definitely precluded providing some form of
assistance. London had received a bit of a shock yesterday
morning when French General Lanxade had called his British
counterpart to announce that France was going to intervene in
Rwanda under WEU auspices through Burundi and to request
British support. Since then the British had tried to turn
the French towards obtaining UN endorsement of the operation

as an element of the UNAMIR effort. Our contact expected a
good deal of discussion on this in New York over the
weekend. He noted, as have the French press, that since the

UNSG had given the proposal his support, the Secretariat
could be expected to work hard to ensure that a proper legal
UN framework was found.

RPF

4. We asked Cillard whether France would be prepared to see
the intervention force deployed without the agreement of the
RPF. He noted that this would be a very difficult political
decision but in his view France would not hold back if this
was the only thing standing in the way of deployment of an
intervention force. (According to the British, it was not
inconceivable that the RPF might decide to cooperate.)
Cillard said that discussions were taking place between
France and RPF. There had been a good deal of contact.
Dialogue with the RPF was not however easy. The RPF claimed
that France was partisan but it was not. It had pulled its
troops out of Rwanda when it said it would in accordance with
the Arusha Accords. The RPF had not expected it to do so.
The RPF had requested a high-level visit to Paris and France
had agreed. The visit had in the end been cancelled by the
RPF. France was always ready to talk to the RPF - indeed any
of players in the Rwandan conflict.

Political Reconciliation

5. Cillard expanded a 1little on the references 1in
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yesterday's article by Juppe to French interest in supporting
political moderates in Rwanda. He noted that many of the

moderates had been killed but there were still enough on both
sides, including in the Rwandan army, to form a government
broadly consistent with the Arusha Accords. What was
important for France was that no group should be excluded.
Cillard confirmed that France had welcomed to Paris the
moderate Hutu former Prime Minister designate (name ?) whon
it regarded a key potential player in the formation of new
Government.

April Attack on Presidential Plane

6. Juppe has vehemently denied an allegation made today in
the Brussels newspaper, Le Soir, that two French soldiers
were involved in the attack on President Habyarimana's plane
on 6 April, describing it as "a pure and simple fabrication."

Comment

7. France seems determined to push ahead with this
initiative. While it may not make a lot of sense to most
people, this initiative has undeniably refocussed
international attention on Rwanda and the appalling
humanitarian situation there. Maybe France is simply trying
to call the international community's bluff. That could be,
nobody seems to Know what Juppé's real motiviation might be.
In the event that European support is not forthcoming, the
possibility cannot be ruled out that France might still
consider going ahead with Francophone African support -
provided it continues to receives a nod from the UNSG.

End Message
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FROM: WELLINGTON C24667/WN1 17-Jun-1994

TO: NEW YORK Immediate
PARIS Priority

cC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
SANTIAGO TOKYO Routine
WASHINGTON DEFENCE Routine
WGTN UNSC Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC,LGL,ISAC,HRU,EUR,DP3,DSP3,EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subject

U52093: SECURITY COUNCIL : RWANDA

Your C04628 and Paris' C01931.

sSummary

2 - The French Ambassador called on us (Powles) today to

explain French thinking and to seek support in principle for
proposed intervention if fighting and massacres continue. He
gave inpression of a strong tactical element in Juppe's
announcement - to put pressure on the parties to make the
ceasefire stick, and to placate French domestic criticism.

- We said we shared French sense of urgency about the
need to stop further massacres. We nevertheless saw a number
of difficulties with the proposal. oOur first preference was
to speed up deployment of UNAMIR. We would need to take
account of the evolving situation, including further
discussions among UNSC members in New York. We would get
back to him and would value further information as he
received it.

Action Required

2 - New York to Xkeep us informed of views of other
Council members and Secretariat.

- Paris to continue dialogue with Quai contacts drawing
on our comments below as appropriate, and keep us informed of
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French views.

Report

4 The French Ambassador called on us today at short
notice to talk about Juppe's announcement that France was
ready to mount an intervention force in Rwanda. Reading from
his instructions, the Ambassador described the situation in
Rwanda as traumatic with continued fighting and massacres
despite the efforts of the international community which was

being blamed for lack of immediate action. The crucial
question was whether the Tunis ceasefire agreement would be
respected, or the massacres go on. Juppe had announced on

15 June that if they did not stop France was ready to launch
an intervention on the ground with its main European and
African partners with a view to protecting groups threatened
with extermination. It would be a military exercise with a
humanitarian vocation, would support UNAMIR in terms of SCR
925 op 4, and would aim to (a) ensure the security and
protection of people threatened in several humanitarian sites,
and (b) evacuate those threatened to safer areas.

5 The force would have a limited duration until UNAMIR
was fully operational (including deployments drawn from UNOSOM
1I). In any case it would run for not longer than two
months. France had no intention of acting alone and had
sought participation from Belgium, Italy, Spain and its WEU
partners, as well as African countries including Senegal and

Ghana. The Ambassador said France wanted the force to have a
WEU label. It would move forward only with support from the
UN. Boutros-Ghali had already indicated agreement. The

reaction of the Security Council remained to be determined.
Coordination of the operation with UNAMIR would be assured.
It would enter Rwanda by road from neighbouring countries and
aim at reaching Kigali. France was urging other countries to
support the proposal in principle.

6 He commented that the proposal clearly implied that the
recently agreed ceasefire would not hold and that massacres
would continue. The intervention would bring a necessary

element of "military muscle" which UNAMIR was unable to do.
This was how France envisaged it for the time being, but they
were still in an exploratory phase and would be watching
developments closely over the next 24-48 hours to clarify
whether an intervention was necessary and the views of their
partners.

8 In response we noted that New Zealand attached
importance to a UN solution. Our preference was for a quick
deployment of the strengthened UNAMIR which already had a
presence in Rwanda. This was what we had been working for in
the Council 1in cooperation with France. We asked whether
France intended to seek support for their proposal in the
Council. The Ambassador thought so. We foresaw some other
members having difficulty with it given the history of
discussions on the UNAMIR mandate. We agreed with France on
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the continuing need to apply pressure to the two parties, but
we saw problems with this particular course of action. We
would want to take account of further consultations and
clarification of positions among Council members and would be

interested in responses of countries whose participatlon
France had sought. We said we would consult the Minister on

the Ambassador s approach and would appreciate further
information as the Embassy received it.

Comment

8 While the evolving situation in Rwanda needs to be
taken into account, we have serious reservations about the
French proposed intervention which would "fight its way in"
commando-style (according to the Ambassador) without the
consent of all the parties. We agree with New York that this
could considerably complicate and confuse subsequent UN
action. On the other hand we are conscious of the public
pressures to which the French are respondlng and the
overriding need to stop further massacres in Rwanda.

9 We are aware too of arguments as to a right to
intervene in extreme humanitarian situations (and the
situation in Rwanda is pretty extreme), perhaps even
unilaterally in some exceptional situations where, for
example, the "government" concerned acgquiesces and other
action is not being taken. Where genocide is concerned,
however, we note that the Genocide Convention itself supports
multilateral (United Nations) action by virtue of Article VIII
which provides that "any contracting party may call upon the
competent organs of the United Nations to take such action
under the Charter of the United Nations as they consider
appropriate for the prevention and suppression of acts of
genocide...". This supports the proposition that intervention
other than by UN forces in the present case should at least
have the general blessing of UNSC.

10 For Paris: New York's C04628. We would not wish you
to take a firm stand against any French intervention in your
contacts with the Quai. You should however express our

considerable reservations about the practical implications of
the proposal and our clear preference at this stage for action
to speed up an effective UNAMIR response.

11 We did not take the opportunity to quiz de Bellescize
about his reference to drawing on UNOSOM forces. But we would
be cautious about this proposition too. Picking up troops

(whose?) equipped, trained and mandated for the Somalia
operation and putting them into Rwanda seems a recipe for
confusion and worse. It also suggests UNOSOM troops are
hanging around with nothing better to do. That might suit
those wanting to pull the plug on UNOSOM but we have been
among those arguing against stripping UNOSOM precipitately.
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FROM: LONDON C03998/LON 17-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Priority

CC: NEW YORK PARIS Priority
BEIJING MOSCOwW Routine
BONN BRUSSELS Routine
CANBERRA OTTAWA Routine
GENEVA WASHINGTON Routine
SANTIAGO HARARE Routine
MADRID TOKYO Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC, ISAC,HRU,LGL, EUR, DP3, DSP3, EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI)

DEFENCE MOD {GENTLES)

Subject

U05199: SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Summary

British are also concerned as to how French initiative will
tie back into UNAMIR and UN resolutions. But they will not
knock it "for political reasons". They will not contribute
troops, but could provide some logistical back up. They hope
French proposals will be clearer after today's WEU meeting.
They do not expect decisions on action to come out of that
meeting.

Action required

For information only.

Report

Your U52093, New York's C04628 and Paris' C0O1931.

We touched base today on Rwanda today with the FCO (Holmes
and Clarke, respectively Assistant Heads of African
(Equatorial) Dept and UN Dept). They confirmed that French

had made a specific approach to them (Juppe to Hurd) for
support, but British have reserved their position, having vyet

to see any firm proposals. In fact, they described French
initiative as "vague". They hope the situation will be
clearer after this afternoon’'s WEU meeting. Their

representative to the meeting has largely a "listening
brief", but will make it clear the UK will not be providing
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any troops. It is possible they might provide logistical
support. (UK was asked by UN to provide 50 APCs, but has

instead offered 50 trucks). British will not knock the
French proposal "for political reasons" (ie sake of the
relationship). They alseo understand that "some" are

frustrated with the length of time it is taking to get the
expanded UNAMIR in place. (Holmes suggested that the French
may be hoping to bridge the gap before UNAMIR is up to

strength). But 1like us, they are concerned as to how the
French initiative will tie back in with UNAMIR and UN
resolutions. They have heard French suggestion of drawing

down on UNOSOM troops, but are not clear how this would work
or be of benefit.

2 Holmes said he understood the French had said they would
not go in with storming paratroopers, but Clarke acknowledged
the problems inherent in going in without the consent of the
parties. British are not expecting a decision to come out of
the WEU today on the French initiative, despite the French
concern not to delay. Our interlocutors offered to brief us
on the meeting on Monday. We will report further then.

End Message
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TO WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Immediate

o PARIS BRUSSELS Inmediate
BONN CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
BEIJING SANTIAGO Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA ,UNC, ISAC,HRU, LGL, EUR, DP3,DSP1, EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA,OPS,DDI)

DEFENCE MQD {GENTLES)

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Summary

French outline their position to Council in similar terms
to their presentation in Wellington

Public responses are cool in Council

Privately most delegations inside and outside the Council
are very much opposed

Senior Secretariat personnel believe French intervention
would be a disaster, but Boutros Ghali has been persuaded
personally by Juppe to support the initiative

French honour 1is now on the line and delegation has
instructions to push ahead with resolution

Draft was circulated late this evening: text by fax

We warned Merimee privately that he should not assume we
would be on the same side

Action

For information.

Report
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At informal consultations today (17 June) French Ambassador
Merimee explained to the Security Council their proposal that
there be a UNITAF type intervention force in Rwanda. Merimee
sald that his government did not feel that the international
community could allow further time to elapse if there was
some possibility of offering relief to the population.
France's proposal was predicated on the fact that it would be
some time before UNAMIR could be fully deployed in Rwanda.
If a ceasefire was agreed, or if UNAMIR was in place earlier
than envisaged then there would be no requirement for such a
force and France would not pursue the idea. Also France
would not act alone. It was seeking partners in Europe and
Africa and had had some encouraging replies although no firm
commitment. Senegal was almost certain to participate and
Ghana's response had been helpful. (Comment: Canada tells
us that Ghana has said to them that it does not support the
French idea.)

2 Merimee said that it would be purely humanitarian and a
follow up to the UNAMIR mandate (Resolution 925 Op 4a). It
would endeavour to ascertain where groups of people were
threatened and take them to safe areas where they would be
protected from attack. Merimee said that the force might be
tasked with saving Tutsi lives and repelling attacks by the
Hutu militia. While the force would not be seeking
confrontation, if it were opposed by any elements, then the
French (sic) troops would not hesitate to use force.

3 The French troops would only be there for two months, ie
the likely interval between now and the arrival of UNAMIR
reinforcements. Merimee claimed that even under the best of
scenarios (ie the transfer - with the permission of the troop
contributors - of some troops from Somalia to Rwanda) it
would be at least 4 to 6 weeks before UNAMIR was in a
position to act. (Comment: This is false. See para 16
below.)

4 Force would be a multinational not a national force. But
given the rules of engagement and the possibility of combat
it was essential, so far as the French Government was
concerned, that the force be under national command.

5 Merimee said that the French Government was aware of
criticism which could be levelled at the proposal. The RPF
had said that it was not in favour; it feared that French
intervention could conceivably reverse the trend which might
bring it victory by indirectly giving encouragement to the
other side. But France had to make a choice. If the
massacres continued there needed to be rapid intervention.
France was prepared to do this, with partners, so long as
UNAMIR was not fully deployed. Merimee added that he thought
there would not necessarily need to be direct contact with
the RPF. The massacres were in the government controlled
zone and that would be the priority area for operations.
(Comment: French troops would be in RGF territory behind the
front lines just as they were prior to establishment of

CONFBENTAL



CONFDENTIAL

Page 3

C04647 'NYK

UNAMIR and again would in practice serve as a deterrent
against RPF advances.)

6 Merimee said that France had already withdrawn once
before from Rwanda. So there was no reason to doubt that it
would be acting in good faith. Merimee said that as soon as
a final decision was taken by his Government he would submit
a draft resolution to the Council modelled on that which
authorised deployment of UNITAF in Somalia in November 1992.

France hoped that support from the Council would not be
denied.

P5 Position
7 None of the P5 responded to the French proposal.

8 Hannay told us that his view and that of their experts in
London is that the proposal is crazy. However for bilateral
reasons they would make this Xknown in private. The UK also
told us that therxre had been an EU meeting in Brussels today
at which the proposal was discussed. Apparently the French
got no tangible support aside from ambiguous expressions of
"admiration" that they were prepared to undertake this
mission. Hannay said Belgium, Spain and Germany had been
critical. ©No member state offered to participate though the
UK understood that Italy had said it might participate "if
several others do as well".

9 As for the US, Christopher is expected to speak to Juppe
very soon about the proposal and until then the US is not
ready to make its position known. US Mission have told us
that they and the Africa Bureau believe it 1is a disastrous
policy. However Strobe Talbott had declined advice that the
US should speak against the idea expressing concern that this
would give the media another stick to bash the US. The
Mission is interpreting their position for now to be that
they will not oppose the proposal if the French have partners
and 1if the Council gives its blessing by way of resolution.

10 US will be saying to the French bilaterally that they are
concerned about the possible "perception" that they will be
entering Rwanda in order to assist the "government" which is
now gquite close to defeat by the RPF, having been pushed out
of Gitarama and almost out of Kigali. One member of the US
Mission told us that their assessment is that the French
intervention would undoubtedly help the RGF. (Merimee
adnitted to us privately that in his view also this was an
inevitable outcome.)

11 US also told us that they believe it is essential that
this French proposal not divert eneray away from arrangements
under way to deploy UNAMIR. To this end they are proceeding
with the immediate delivery of their APCs to the area and
will be supplying the Ghanains with other equipment. Us
emphasised they also wish to see other countries provide the
airlift and other equipment UNAMIR needs as soon as
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possivle, "Delay", said Inderxfurth, "“which you all
criticised the US for", is now the responsibility of others.

12 The Chinese and Russians do not yet have instructions.
For the Russians it is possible that they may see a linkage
between the French request for Council approval of their
proposal and the Russian proposal for Georgia, making it
difficult for them to oppose.

NP10 Responses

13 NP10 Council members were taken by surprise and no NP10O
members had instructions apart from New Zealand. Comments
were generally noncommittal.

14 For our part, we thanked the French for their
presentation to the Council. We said we had two
observations. First, we understood the desire to respond to
a very serious humanitarian crisis that the Council had been
grappling with for some time -~ not always with success.
Secondly, we sald that the situation in Rwanda was very
volatile. There had been negative reactions from parties to
the conflict. We said we would need to consider this aspect
further in particular the problems of any intervention force
fitting in with UNAMIR and the impact on UNAMIR's future
ability to operate in Rwanda.

15 In responding to these comments Merimee agreed the
relationship between the French force and UNAMIR was an
important issue. He said that France wished there to be a
"clear distinction" between the French force and UNAMIR since
"UNAMIR should not loose its neutral character as it would if
it were too involved with the French force". Because of this
they would prefer to "observe a distinction even though the
mandates would be similar." He also agreed that efforts to
deploy the expanded UNAMIR should not be interrupted.

16 1In response to a question from Spain, Gharekhan said that
most of the African troops were ready to go now but just
required the logistic support. Air lift and APCs are the
"main problem". He reported the Secretariat hoped the
Ghanians would arrive late next week and also that they had a
"reasonable hope" that one other African bkattalion could also
be in place in "a reasonably short period of time".

17 Gharekhan appealed to member states to do what they can
urgently to support these efforts.

Nigerian View

18 Gambari, who was not at the Council this morning, told us
privately that Nigeria did not support the French idea for
intervention. He believes Africa will have very serious
problems with it. It remains to be seen, however, whether
this will remain true once the French lobbying machine goes
into overdrive in Francophonia.
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Canadians

19 Canadians tell us that Gen Dallaire has reported from
talks he had with RPF that RPF said there cannot be 2 UN
mandated operations in Rwanda, one of which they do not
support. Apparently if the French proceed, and the UNSC
agrees, RPF will withdraw its support for all UN operations,
since in their view it would be difficult to distinguish
between the 2 forces.

20 Canadians' have told the French privately they are
absolutely opposed to the French proposal and that France's
efforts would better be directed to deploying and equipping
an expanded UNAMIR as soon as possible. We understand they
will be conveying to the French their strong preference that
they work through UNAMIR and avoid any other complicating
factors or for the French to jeopardise UNAMIR's position.

Oother Reactions

21 The Brazilian, Argentine and Spanish delegations
expressed strong reservations to us privately particularly
citing the report of the special commission of enquiry into
the Somalia debacle as reason for neot supporting France's
initiative.

Rwandan PR

22 We understand from the US that Bizimana is now signalling
he will not be cooperative about stepping aside from the
presidency in September. Djibouti put the proposal to him a
day or so ago and initially it seemed on track. However, at
P5 meeting yesterday at which France gave a briefing on their
initiative, we understand China reported a conversation they
had had with Bizimana. He had said he was "very optimistic
that things would change before the end of this month", (ie
that he would be accepted as legitimate), China then asked
Merimee directly if Bizimana was therefore referring to the
French initiative to enter Rwanda. This caught Merimee by
surprise who responded that until Juppe had made the
announcement, no one in the Rwanda "government" knew of their

initiative. (He did not deny, however, that for some time
the RGF has been pressing for such help from Paris with
increasing desperation.) Others have recalled to us the

closeness of 1links between France and the late Habirimana
regime.

Situation on the Ground

23 Secretariat (Gharekhan) reported at informals that there
had been 12 UNAMIR casualties today. A Uruguayan Major had
been killed and a Bangladeshi Major wounded in a
reconnaisance mission some 10km out of Kilagi en route to
Ruhengeri. The mission was attempting to determine a viable
route for humanitarian supplies to the neorth. A UNAMIR
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inspection team would go to the site to investigate. The
Bangladeshi 1is being medivaced to Nairobi by Canadian
aircraft.

24 An observer team on reconnaissance to Gitarama had
reported many civilian casualties and corpes in houses.
There was heavy fighting in Kigali and an RPF raid on St
Famile Church to free Tutsi sheltering there. Some 40
casualties amongst the militia and gendarmarie were reported
and a number of refugees released. The militia had attempted
a raid on the Hotel mille Collines where some 400 Tutsi are
sheltering. The RPF had forced its way into the hospital and
taken stretchers and 2 boxes of drugs from Medecine Sans
Frontiers.

Postscript

25 Since drafting the above French have circulated draft
resolution (which implies definite decision in Paris to
proceed). It is modelled closely on the UNITAF precedent and
confirms xrumours that they have Boutros Ghali on board
because it 1is predicated on the concept of a S5G's
recommendation to proceed in this manner.

End Message
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19:37 (5615) 700/NYK/00000/00000 $431.97

"FROM: NEW YOREK C04637/NYK 17-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WETN UNSC Immediate

CcC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSEILS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
PARIS SANTIAGO Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC, ISAC,HRU, LGL,EUR, DP3, DSP3, EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HONZDF (DSIA,OPS, DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA: UNOMUR

Summary

- Mandate for UNOMUR (observer mission in Uganda on border
with Rwanda) expires 21 June

- Sec Gen reports force has been effective to date in
verifying no military assistance reaches Rwanda from
Uganda

- But recommends phase down of UNOMUR over three months
given dramatically changed conditions in Rwanda and
little rationale for monitoring one border and not others

- President's draft resolution circulated
Action

For instructions

Report

2 Our IFF contains Sec Gens report on UNOMUR, the mandate
of which expires on 21 June. Sec Gen's report concludes that
UNOMUR has been effective in pursuance of its mandate in
monitoring cross border arms flows from Uganda. The Sec Gen
recalls that in his last report he noted that clandestine
cross-border traffic had decreased appreciably and that, at
that time, movement was restricted and only along well-used
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routes across the horder. He also recalls his conclusion
that there was no evidence of any significant traffic in
armaments.

3 The report notes that despite the resumption of
hostilities in Rwanda, the situation of cross-border traffic
from Uganda "“does not appear to have changed during the
reporting period”. (Under wusual circumstances this would
present a case for renewal of the mandate.) However, Sec
Gen's report notes that the mission was intended to be a
"factor of stability in the area" and to contribute to the
negotiated settlement of the Rwandese conflict.

4 Report goes on to draw attention to the drastically
changed situation in Rwanda and to the arms embargo

established against Rwanda in res 918. Under these
circumstances the report concludes, "there appears to be
little rationale for monitoring one of Rwanda's bhorders and
not the others.® On the other hand, it is noted that the

flow of arms is one of the major areas of concern in the
cease-fire talks presently under way under UNAMIR's auspices
in Rwanda.

5 The Sec Gen concludes therefore that UNOMUR should
continue its monitoring activities until an effective
cease-fire is established but simultaneocusly be phased out
over a period of three months. The recommendation therefore
is to renew the mandate for 3 months during which there would
be a phase down leading to a complete windup at the end of
the 3 month period (ie by 21 September 1994).

Comment

6 Despite Rwandan PR's (undiplomatic) allegations about
Uganda supplying RPF with arms, and his recent calls for
“Intensified efforts by UNOMIR, it seems the Sec Gen prefers
to see UNOMUR phased out completely. This could well be the
first UN operation closed down, presumably something the US
would particularly welcome.

7 It seems odd to be closing down a successful arms control
mechanism when one of the biggest problems in Rwanda is the
flow of arms and consequent killings amongst civilians and
combatants alike. There is however an element of unfairness
in Uganda being monitored for assistance to the RPF and not
other neighbouring states for assistance to the "government"
forces. Under these conditions the only alternative would be
to deploy similar missions in all neighbouring states, and in
the present climate this would be unthinkable.

8 Grateful instructions on Presidential draft resolution

(our IFF refers) which implements Sec Gen's recommendations.
The item is scheduled for discussion at informals on Monday.

End Message
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SUBJECT: SECURITY COUNCIL : RWANDA

Attached 1is text of draft resolution circulated by French
delegation.
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June 17, 1884 - 7 pm

i un

A, Regfirming all its previeus reeoiutions on the situstion in Rwande, in
particular its resclutions 818 (1884) of 17 May 1684, and 925 (1884) of § June 1994,
whiah set aut the mandate and force level of the United Nations Assistance Mission for

Rvands (LWNAMIR),

B.
(Sr1884/...).

4 the reper of the Secrstary-Genergl of . Juna 1984

C. Teking inte aceoynt the time needed to pather the necassary reaaaurces for
tha effective deployment of UNAMIR,

0. camed by e continuation of eystematic kilings of the civilian
papulation,

E. Noting the offer by Membar Statas to coopersis with the Sacratary-General
rowsrds the fulliment of the abjectivas of the United Naticne In Rwanda,

E.  \Welcoming the cocperation betwsen the United Netiong and the
Organization of Afrlean Unity (OAU),

i Watcomes the Becretery-General's report dated .. June 1984 (£/1934/.)
ang apploves ite recommendations |

2 Welcomigs glga the offer by Member States to cooperate with the Secretary-
Genetsl In order to achieve the ¢hjactives of tha United Mationg it Rwenda threugh the
setablishment of &n operetlen simed 8t enswring the securlly and protection of givillang at
risk & Roende (SHE84/..);

3 Actipg under Chapter VI of the Charer of the United Nations, aythorizes the
Secretary-Gengral and Member States coopereting 19 implement the offor refered to in
pErRQraph 2 above to use ell necessary Mmesns ta achigve the objectives st out in

et T b PR AN Iih. a melr

of regolulion 925 {1884) .
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4, Dacides that the mission of Mamber States eoaperating with the Secratary-
General will be limited to the transitional period during which UNAMIR will ot be able to
carey aut its mandate effectively |

5. Call upon il Mermber States to respond urgently to the Secratary-Genersl's
request for resourese, including logletical suppon, in order to enable UNAMIR {o fulfil ite
mendste affectivaly 28 §66n 88 HoSgIDIE

e Reguests Membar Sistes coaperating with the Secratary-Gessgral to
coardingte clogely with UNAMIR and to set up appropriste maechanisms to thig end ;

p Demangs that all padlas to the eanflict and others eoncamad immediately
bring to an end ths syslematic killings in areas under their conirol and allow Member
States cooperaling Wwith the Secretary-General to Implemant fully tha tnission sat forth in
peragraph 3 above |

B. Reguasis Member States cooperating with the Secrolary-Ganorat 10 keep
the Courell reguiary irformed of their action In Rwanda through the Secratary-General

and to prasent @ rapert upen the completion of thelr mission ;

8 Nacides to ramain ectively seized of the matter.
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17:59 (5625) 700/BRU/00000/00000 $418.56
FROM: BRUSSELS C01766/BRU 20-Jun-1994
TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Priority
NEW YORK Priority

CC: PARIS LONDON Routine
MADRID ROME Routine
GENEVA MOSCOW Routine
BEIJING WASHINGTON Routine
HARARE CANBERRA Routine
OTTAWA DEFENCE Routine
BONN Routine

MFAT (UNC,MEA, ISAC,HRU, LGL, EUR, DSP1, EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF {DS1A, OPS, DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subject
SECURITY COUNCII: RWANDA

Your C24728/WN1

1. Belgian MFA (Fontaine, West/Central Africa) advise they
are meeting their Minister (Claes) this evening to discuss
the approach Belgium should adopt in a meeting of Western
European Union (WEU) members Tuesday on the French

proposal. Our contact was careful to avoid predicting his
Minister's decision on this issue (which is highly political
for the Belgians - see below) Fontaine advised, in

confidence, that the main points of MFA advice to Claes are
as follows:

- Belgium should indicate a favourable stance in principle
to the French initiative.

- Any French-led intervention in Rwanda should have the
endorsement of the United Nations, and should have a
clear objective, mandate and time frame.

- the action must remain humanitarian in nature

2 Fontaine considered Belgium's approach in tomorrow's WEU
meeting might well be to seek further details from France on
how it would propose to ensure that the above requirements
might be met.

3 Fontaine did not forsee any Belgian military contribution
as at all likely. Belgium is however considering the

CONFIDENTAL
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possibility of offering logistical support. Belgium has left
considerable equipment in and bordering Rwanda following its
recent withdrawal from that country. The intention to date
has been that this might be offered to UNAMIR. However "on a
case by case basis" it may be that any French-led force could
be given access to such equipment.

Comment

4 The deaths of Belgian troops earlier this year in Rwanda
would make any decision to commit new Belgian troops there
unpalatable.. That said, Rwanda (as a former Belgian colony)
retains considerable interest for the Belgian government and
media. This factor, and Belgium's close bilateral links with
France (just days before Belgium will be looking for
continued French support for Belgium PM Dehaene's candidacy
for the EU Commission Presidency at the Corfu EU Summit) will
make any decision on the French initiative highly political
for the Belgians. We would not be surprised to see them
offer both moral and logistical support, if the conditions
outlined above can be seen to be satisfied.

End Message
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Your file: our file: l61/1/1

17:46 (5626) 700/BON/00000/00000 $444.72

FROM: BONN C01519/BON 20-Jun=1994

TO: WELLINGTON Priority

CC: NEW YORK WGTN UNSC Priority
PARIS LONDON Routine
BRUSSELS MADRID Routine
ROME GENEVA Routine
MOSCOW WASHINGTON Routine
BEIJING SANTIAGO Routine
CANBERRA OTTAWA Routine
HARARE DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (UNC,MEa, ISAC,HRU, LGL, EUR, DSP1, EAB)

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, 0OPS, DDI)
DEFENCE MOD

Subject
SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Summary
Your U52172 poses the hard questions, most of which cannot as
yet be answered until further information on objectives and
tasks is provided by the French. The German Foreign Office
considers that this is something which France has to deliver
on to its partners. They are for this reason cautious
towards the initiative and there is no question of German
participation. However, at the end of the day and for
political reasons, Germany will probably fall in behind the
French.

Action
For your information - your €52172 refers.

Report

We spoke to Timmermann, Rwanda desk officer in the German
Foreign Office. Germany, like others in the WEU, had
"welcomed" the French initiative, just as they welcomed any
idea which could assist in improving the humanitarian
situation in Rwanda. That being said, they, 1like others,

W mm m mmw o~

2 The major problem was that the overall objectives of the
French initiative were unclear. One could not, for example,
determine whether this was the right strategy to pressure the
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parties to negotiate a ceasefire (if that was France's
objective). Neither could one yet assess whether
intervention might have the effect of encouraging the RGF to
continue fighting. Certainly the declared position of the
RPF, as evidenced by their letter to the UN Secretary-General
opposing the proposed intervention, could signficantly
complicate the position of UNAMIR and affect its future
viability. The Foreign Office had no new information on the
situation on the ground as they were working on the same
media reports that you are.

3 Timmermann thought it was now up to the French to provide
significantly more details on its initiative, particularly to
persuade other countries of its wvalue. During the
discussions in the WEU, members had not opposed the
initiative, but only Italy had come forward with an offer of
assistance. The German Foreign Office considered that the
WEU was not the appropriate body to take this action
further. Rather any action should be taken under a UN
umbrella, especially as a Chapter VII operation appeared to
be contemplated. The TOR, objectives, and mandate of any
intervention force needed to be discussed and agreed in the
UNSC. Countries should not go it alone.

4 We asked about the option of speeding-up the deployment
of the additional UNAMIR troops, as well as the possible
German contribution. Timmermann agreed that the French were
using the slow deployment of UNAMIR as one of the main
reasons for their initiative. However, he did not wish to be
drawn on whether a faster deployment was possible. On a
possible German contribution to UNAMIR, there was still talk
of the offer to provide relief flights for the civilian

population, "circumstances permitting". But in reality it
was very uncertain whether this would come off. The issue
had caused considerable disagreement within the Federal
Government. The environment was Jjust too insecure and

domestic political considerations tooc great for a
contribution at this time. There was, of course, no gquestion
of German participation in the proposed French intervention.

Comment

5 While Germany was cautious, we were told that at the end
of the day, they would not oppose the French initiative and
would support an agreed UNSC resolution which sought to
improve the situation in Rwanda. We assess that bilateral
political considerations are a major influencing factor.
Timmermann thought that the initative arose because of
enormous domestic political pressure in France to take
concrete action to assist the humanitarian situation in
Rwanda and that this was what was driving the French. This
domestic pressure is likely to lead France to exerting
pressure on its international partners.

End Message
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17:26 (5620) 700/UNS/00000/00000 $360.98
FROM: WELLINGTON C24728/WN1 20-Jun-1994
TO: NEW YORK WGTN UNSC Priority
CCs PARIS LONDON Priority
BRUSSELS MADRID Priority
ROME GENEVA Priority
MOSCOW WASHINGTON Priority
BEIJING SANTIAGO Priority
CANBERRA OTTAWA Priority
HARARE BONN Priority
DEFENCE Routine
MFAT (UNC,MEA, ISAC,HRU, I.GL, EUR, DSP1, EAB)

P/S MFA
DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI)
DEFENCE MOD

Sub-iject
U52172: SECURITY COUNCIL : RWANDA

Thanks your C04641

We remain cautious about France's proposal for an
intervention force and hope it will not take precipitate
action in the Council.

2 As posts will see from the following we have a number of
questions that need clarifying before we would be able to
consult Minister about a position to take in the Council.

3 New Zealand's immediate objectives in regard to Rwanda
are:

- to see a stop to the fighting and killing;

- to see arrangements in place to protect and look after
threatened and displaced populations and provide security
for relief operations.

In looking to achieve these objectives, we want so far as
possible to aveid prejudiceing prospects for a sustainable
political settlement, within the broad framework of the
Arusha Accords.

4 Regarding the first objective, the talks sponsored by
UNAMIR Commander Dallaire have not so far succeeded. An
intervention force holds out that prospect.

CONFIBENTTAL
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5 Regarding the second objective, we have supported the
early deployment of an expanded UNAMIR. Our concern is that
an intervention force might cut across or complicate the task
of an expanded UNAMIR. As New York put it in informals
(C04641, para 14), how would an intervention force fit in with
UNAMIR or impact on UNAMIR's future ability to operate in
Rwanda?

6 The RPF attitude is a major consideration. France
cannot expect to be perceived as a disinterested party. The
signs we have seen to date of the RPF position are not
encouraging. If the RPF regards a French-backed intervention
force as hostile, the prospect is only more fighting. By all
accounts the RPF is a well-armed, disciplined force. The
French could face an imbroglio.

7 RPF hostility could alsc lead it to reject UN
involvement, deny access to Kigali airport and refuse to
cooperate with an expanded UNAMIR. This would jeopardise the
second objective outlined above.

8 France has said it will proceed with an intervention
force if;

- there is no ceasefire;
- it has WEU and African support;
- it has UN endorsement.

9 With regard to the first of these conditions, it would
be helpful to get an up-to-date assessment of the situation on
the ground. What are RPF military objectives and how close
are they to achieving them? After the capture of Gitarama it
was confidently asserted that the RPF were about to chase the
last of the Government forces from Kigali and positions from
which they could threaten the airport. Yet latest media
reports suggest heavy fighting around the capital still
exists, with UNAMIR caught in the middle suffering
casualties. How does Dallaire assess the situation and the
prospect of the ceasefire talks he has been leading? Will
France's initiative put pressure on to reach an agreement? Is
this its purpose?

10 It seems France is not finding it easy to line up
credible WEU and African support. We have seen reports that
Belgium, UK and Italy have all said no to troops, although
noises have been made about logistical support. Spain seems
cautious. We understand the WEU is to meet again Tuesday 21
June to further consider France's proposal. Except for
Senegal and Zaire, the Africans seem cautious. New York
reports a negative Nigerian view, but we note a Reuters report
that France is to send a special envoy to African capitals,
starting with Lagos, to explain its objectives. African views
as they develop will bear on our own considerations.

CONIIDENTIHA,



CONFFDENTIAL

Page 3

C24728/WN].
11  As to UN endorsement, the French clearly have
Boutros-Ghali's backing. If Sec-Gen is to write to Council

urging intervention, we will need to see extent to which he
addresses this in relation to UNAMIR and its role. Are the
reservations of Council members, including the other permanent
members, likely to jell into any disposition to oppose or
abstain on the sort of UNITAF-inspired resolution the French
have circulated? No-one will want to be seen as opposing a
measure aimed at stopping genocide. US and Russia may see
useful precedent in humanitarian intervention in terms of
their inerests in, eg. Haiti and CIS.

12 France has also said an intervention force is necessary
because the expanded UNAMIR will not be properly up and
running for another 4-6 weeks. VYet the Secretariat says
Ghana's forces are ready to go and the US airlift of APCs is
imminent. Is the deployment of substantial part of an
expanded UNAMIR in fact imminent? Will France's moves in any
way accelerate deployment? And if so, would early deployment
scotch the French initiative? 1Is the notion of using UNOSOM
forces (probably Pakistan?) still in play? oOur C24677 noted
reservations we have about redeployment of UNOSOM.

13 It would be a concern if the French initiative
encouraged the interim government and RGF to prolong the
fighting, with the calculation that to do so might increase
the prospect of French intervention.

14 We should be interested in posts'reporting on the
questions we have raised. This will help us determine a
position before the next discussion in informals. The US
reaction will be significant in determining the Council's
response, 1f it comes to that. Washington's readout,
especially following reported Juppe/Christopher telecon would
be appreciated.

End Message
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20:45 (5636) 700/NYK/00000/00000 $787.78

FROM: NEW YORK C04649/NYK 20-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Immediate
PARIS OTTAWA Immediate
CANBERRA Immediate

cC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS GENEVA Routine
MOSCOW HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
DEFENCE SANTIAGO Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC, LGL, ISAC, HRU, EUR, DP3, DSP1, EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA,OPS,DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Summary

- Discussion in Council today suggests French draft
resolution lacks sufficient support for adoption

- US, Russia and UK indicate support

- Nigeria and China come out with strong reservations in
addition to New Zealand and Brazil

- Sec Gen writes to Council inviting consideration of
French proposal

- Boutros-Ghali tells us in a private meeting that in his
view intervention by a major power, on whatever basis, is
worth the risks and more important than UNAMIR

- RPF continue to oppose French force
- Secretariat decides that French initiative has already

significantly increased risk to UNAMIR and Francophone
troops are to be pulled out immediately

Action
For information and instructions please

Report
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At Council informals today, French draft resolution which
would mandate French led operation in Rwanda was circulated.
Only change to the text you have is that new text {(op 4) now
contains a time period for deployment of the force which
would be "limited to the transitional period preceeding the
arrival, at the latest around the middle of August, of
reinforced UNAMIR."

2 Merimee introduced text of resolution giving 3 reasons
why it was necessary for the force to have a Chapter VII
mandate. First, the operation would entail a "great deal of

risk" and the force needed to have a 'free hand", secondly,-

it was important to maintain a distinction between it and
UNAMIR, and lastly Chapter VII would allow them to go in with
no agreement of the parties, not as a peacekeeping mission
but to "save lives'">

3 He emphasised that France did not intend to remain longer
than it would be needed until UNAMIR could carry out its
mandate. An officer of the General Staff from Paris had been
talking to the secretariat over the weekend about
coordination and as to how to "get in UNAMIR's way as little
as possible". France was continuing its contacts with the
RPF in Kigali and wished to emphasise its political
neutrality. The objective for France was for the resolution
to go into blue tonight for adoption tomorrow.

4 P4, Spain and Czech spoke in support of the initiative.
Spain introduced a raft of minor drafting changes to the text
but no-one else was ready to discuss the text.

5 US supported the French proposal to bridge the gap till
the expanded UNAMIR could arrive. They reiterated that the
force must be multilateral, and welcomed Senegal's intention

to participate. The US said it was accelerating the
deployment of US equipment and announced a willingness to
provide logistic support as well. Interestingly they noted

that the French force "must not intervene in the fighting or
support the government or its forces.®

6 As expected UK Mission lost the battle and was instructed
for bilateral reasons to support the French proposal but
indicated that they had queries relating to the period when
there would be 2 Council mandated operations in Rwanda, one
acting under Chapter VII and the other under Chapter VI with
the forces having different rules of engagement. They
essentially wished to consider "at the outset"™ how this
operation would not lead to difficulties for UNAMIR.

7 Russia was also supportive with something of a condition
to the effect that the force must have "“an extremely clear
mandate, be limited in time, and fulfill the other criteria
cf regular PKOs to the effect that regular reports are
received by the Council, and significantly, that the
assistance of the parties was a "sine gqua non" to the
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8 Czech and Djibouti were very supportive, Diibouti
proposing that the text be amended to laud the French
proposal (ie add "Noting with keen appreciation" in PP E).
Czech did also note that it would be useful to have the
agreement of the parties to the conflict.

9 NAM has yet to meet to coordinate its position and would
be doing this afternoon. Despite this Nigeria noted that the
French proposal involved a "number of difficulties". Nigeria
said it would prefer the Sec Gen to put additional pressure
on governments which had indicated that they may be in a
position to contribute to an expanded UNAMIR. They also had
doubts about UNAMIR operating in parallel with another force.

10 Argentina 1is awaiting instructions but emphasised the
need for the Council to double its efforts to enable UNAMIR
to deploy as soon as possible in order to carry out the
mandate in res 925, Brazil indicated that it was also
awaiting instructions and shared some of the fundamental
concerns. They referred to their traditional position of
being cautious in giving blessing to multinational forces.

11 China indicated that the view of the NAM and Africans
would be important for them. They referred to their main
objectives as being to deploy an expanded UNAMIR as soon as
possible and to for the ultimate political solution to depend
not on military means but through the Arusha Peace Agreement
process. Their preliminary comments were that they believed
the lessons of Somalia needed to be taken account of, if
action is to be taken a clear mandate and time limit is
required, that it is "very necessary" to secure the agreement
of the parties, and that China had a traditional position on
Chapter VII operations although it might be possible to
tailor the reference to Chapter VII in the resolution to tie
it to some very specific intentions on the part of France.

12 For our part, we recalled that we were among those in
early May who had proposed a Chapter VII mandate for the
expanded UNAMIR and had been disappointed that this was not
possible at the time. If it were appropriate to use force,
we emphasised our preference that this be used by the UN not
by states who would be given the protection of Chapter VII
when UNAMIR is not. We noted that there was a substantive
need to discuss the proposal and consider the risks of going
down this track instead of putting the effort into expanding
UNAMIR. We sald we did not want petrol to be thrown on the
fire by mistake.

13 We also pointed to the illogicality of the claim that
UNAMIR cannot be deployed immediately. Senegal had indicated
both a readiness to participate with France but also with
UNAMIR. We noted we had not seen any concept of operations
and that in our opinion it would be preferable for the force
to be coordinated by the UN, ie for the effort and logistics

CONEDENTIAL
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to go into an expanded UNAMIR.
Security Situation

14 Secretariat (Anabe) tells us that already the French
proposal is creating severe difficulties for UNAMIR.
Francophone personnel are being targetted in Kilgali and
given the potential risks, the secretariat have decided to
withdraw all Francophone personnel from UNAMIR immediately.
Privately, Anabe, was in conmnplete agreement with our
intervention in the Council.

Next Step

15 The French request for the resolution to be put in blue
was put aside by the President in the face of the
reservations raised. There will be further consultations
tomorrow.

Meeting with Secretary General

16 In a private meeting with Boutros-Chali (which we had
requested several weeks earlier on another issue) he
indicated that in his view the French initiative offered the
opportunity - which he had been striving for for months - to
get a great power actively involved on the ground. That
would make the difference and it was worth any risk because
in the long run (he implied France would be there for at
least a year) France would be able to put an end to the
killings and also to stabilise the situation in Burundi.

Comment

17 The SecGen's analysis is quite staggering. Indeed his
senior advisers who were present were constantly trying to
qualify his remarks. He seemed quite unconcerned by the fact
that exactly the same gungho approach on Somalia, including
his willingness to accommodate the US at all costs in the
early stage, lead the UN into a serious American generated
disaster. We can see history repeating itself. And in this
case, unlike Somalia where the US intervened with a credibly
neutral humanitarian position, in Rwanda France carries heavy
political baggage.

18 We find it hard to judge the situation will play itself
out in the Council. The French Mission tell us that their
public reason for wanting to go it alone is the need for
Chapter VII authority for the use of force. But they
acknowledge our argument that this could easily be given to
UNAMIR. They say the real reason is a political desire in
France to act decisively - somewhere - in a military
operation under their own flag,

19 Given the political commitment which they have put in to
this point we have to assume that France will push very hard
and that the other countries with reservations will be

CONFIBENTIAL
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subjected to the same sort of misleading lobbying that Paris
has already reported.

20 We have seen nothing that persuades us that the
reservations that you have and which New Zealand has
expressed are not wellfounded. Indeed they are widely felt.
Many like the Canadians and Australians strongly agree.

21 You will appreciate that we are reluctant to suggest
proposals relating to the text. That would imply acceptance
of the principle. We still think it is a bad initiative and
that we should continue to press France to go under the
UNAMIR umbrella. But at the end of the day if it becomes
clear that France has won support of the Council and you
judged the risks of supporting the resolution were less than
the risks of continuing to reserve our position we would
suggest four areas which might be our minimum requirements
for changes in the text:

a a defined time limit;

b a requirement for timely reports;

c a proviso in the operative paragraphs that would ensure
that the operation remains neutral and does not become a
buffer or interposition force;

d acceptance that UNAMIR can have no lesser authority than
this coalition and should therefore also be under Chapter
VII.

22 Text of SecGen's letter and most recent communique from
RPF follow by fax.

End Message




NYPM File:, o 310

New Zealand Mission to the United Nations

o

WGTN UNSC

Lo SFAT(WA LNELLC:L I %a, a0, 05, 11, £64) &

New York
Telephone: (212) 826-1360 Fax: (212) 758-0827
Date ;O m lm Page 1 of
To: WELLINGTON 8% C) PRECEDENCE: _. mwﬁ_d.éﬂ"fb

ro Lesclme Al




~
; ,21
aZ s ZENISAL
L3 Jurna 1334
Teavy My Prasidsng,

Since tne breakdown cf -“he peace process 1in Rwanda o
wake ci =f traglic events cf € April 1994, I have
orced to ““e Qecu*;ty Council orn several occasions,
repeata2dly s:iressing the need for an urgent and co-
ordinated response by the internaticnal community €o the

genocide which has engulfed that country.
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The Security Council initially decided, by resolution
512 (19%94) adopred on 21 April, to adjust the mandate of
the Unized Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR)
and to reduce its strangth te 270 all ranks. However, in
my lecter of 2% April to the President of the Security
Council (8/1934/518), I pointed out that the situation had
deteriorated to the point where it had become necessary to
consider what further action the Council could take, or
autnorize member states to take, in order to contribute te
the reatoration of law and order, to end the wanton
violence and massacres of defenceless civiliang and to
promote a ceasefire.

On the basis of my report of 13 May (5/1954/5685), the

Secur:ity Council adoptad resolution 918 (1994) on 17 Ha“,

authorizing the expansion of the force level of UNAMIR up
to 5,500 troops and expanding its mandate to contribute to
the security and protection of civilians at risk as well
as to provide security and support for humanitarian reliel
operations. The Council requested me, as a first phase,
to immediately bring up to full strength the mechanized
infancry battalion already in Rwanda, and further
requested me to report as soon as possible on the next
phase of UNAMIR's deployment.

On the basis of a furcher report which I submicted to
the Security Council on 31 May (8/199%4/640), following the
vigit of a special mission from Headquarters to Rwanda,

the Council adopted resolution 925 {19%4) on 8 June,
endersing my proposals for the simultaneous deployment of
the first and second phases of the expanded operation, and
requested me to continue urgent preparations for the
deployment of the third phase., As of 18 June, UNAMIR

#is Excellency
My Salim Bin Mchammed Al-Khussaiby
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President of the Security Council
New York



censists ¢f a total fgrce of 303 all ranks (354 irocps, 2t
miiizary staff perscrnnel and 124 mul:itary observers! under
the comrand cf Majoar-Senaral Remeo A, Zallaire Two
Zanadian £-130 aircraft are also suppecroing %“he mMLssion

I must again reizerate my admiration for zhe dedicat:on
and courage of all UNAMIR perscnnel, despite ser:ous
cascaltias.

In anticipation of the expansion of the mandate of
UNAMIR, I had writcten, on 30 April, to a number of Heads
of State in Africa to encourage them to provide troops,
and to the Secretary-General cf the Crganizaticn of
African Unity {CAU), asking him to support my regquests. I
pursued my efforts through numerous contacts with Heads of
Srate and Governments during my wvisit to South Africa in
gariy May, and with African leaders at the OAU Summit
conference in Tunis earlier this month. At the s=ame time,
~ne Secretariat had already commenced efforts to secure
=2 equipment and troops reguired by UNAMIR for the
implementation of phases cone and two. Accordingly, over
S0 potential contributing countries were apprcached.

To date, the United Nations has received offers for
the following:
- Ethiopia: motorized infantry battalion (fully
egquipped) ;

—~= Ghana: mechanized infantry battalion (offer not yet
confirmed and made on the condition that its
equipment requirements are met);

s Senegal: mechanized infantry battalion (offer not
yet confirmed and made on the condition that it be
fully equipped);

- Zambia: motorized infantry battalion (on the
condition that it be fully equipped);

- Z2imbabwe: mororized infantry battalion (on the
condition that it be fully equipped);

- Congo: infantry company (on the condition that it
be fully equipped};

- Malawi: infantry company {(on the condition that its
equipment reguirements are met);

« Mali: infantry company (on the condition that its
equipment requirements are met):

- Nigeria: infantry company (on the conditien that
its equipment reguiréements are met);

ly: 1 aircraft (most probably C-130, not to fly
o

Rwandese air space);

ta
nt



- Netherlands: . Fokker 27 airzraft ros os-
Rwandese air space);

- Unized Kingdom: 3¢ trucks for infzniyy ar

- Jrniced Staces: S0 armcoured personnel =are
AarCs;

- france, on a bilaceral basis, has cffer
million French Francs teo fensgal to cov
equipment requirements of 200 men.

o~
gy
-

Som& countries have indicated an intersst,
not yet made commitments, to provide the follows:s

- Australia: 1 medical company;

- Canada: a communication company;

- Italy: 29 water/fuel trucks:

-~ Romania: & surgical team;

- Russian Federation: 8 transport helicopte:-

number ©f heavy transport cargo aircrafs.

On the basis of the offers for troops and =-
received so far, and of the discussions bertween
Secrstariat and the Governments concerned, the U
Nations expects, in the best of circumstances to
the deployment of the first phase of UNAMIR in tc-
week cof July 1384. This envisages bringing the
battalion presently in Kigali to its full streng-
which confirmation of the offer from Ghana is exg
Meanwhile, 10 APCs, which are being transferred :
United Nations Operation in Somalia (UNOSOM II),
already started arriving in Rwanda as part of the
deplcyment of the first phase. In addition, the
States will start airlifting 50 APCs to Entekbe
on 24 June.

-

The deployment schedule for the second phas:
expanded operation, which was intended to be syn
with phase one, cannot be determined at thig rir
confirmations of the resources required, namely
infantry battalicng, a communications unit and o
logistic suppoert, have not yet been received fre-
Governments concerned., Moreover, the Secretariz
still not been able to secure offers for medical
support units. In the absence of firm commitmen:
military logistic units, it will be necessary to
civi.:an contractor on an emergency bagis. Such
contractual alternative already exists within UNC
it would be extended to UNAMIR until the necessa:
logistic support from Governments can be secured
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“n rrz cendiclons prevaloing Ln Rwanda, 1T 13 cC.ear
-mzr addiciocnal Crocps <an oniy o2 deplicyed 2n¢e the
~2z2sSary 24UlpmEnI IO SUPSCIT Ihem 1s on ind graund,; &nd
a<z2r the =Zrocps have keen =rained Zo use Tne &guULDment
w--h which thay may ncet be familiar. Ir a.so is
~ereworrtny that, although Governments are expected CoO
offer fully trainad and equipped units for UN cperations,

almost a.l offers received from Governments are
~orditiocnal in cne way or another. The difficulries that
-ra Secretartat has faced in securing resouxces for
NAMIR's expanded mandate show that there is no guarantee
~hat the stipulated conditions can be met. Even if they
can, protracted nsgotiations will be required, nct only
wich the Governments making these condicional coffers, but
alse with other Member States. In this context, it should
ha noted that none of these Governments possessing the
capacity to provide fully crained and equipped military
vnits have offered so far to do so for the implementation
of the Security Council’'s resolutions to deal with the
s:tuation 1n Rwanda.

In light of the above, it is evident that, with the
failure of member states €O promptly provide the resources
necessary for the implementation of its expanded mandate,
UNAMIR may not be in a positioen, about three menths,
ro fully undertake the tasks entrusted to it by those
resolucions. Meanwhile, the situation in Rwanda has
continued to deteriorate and the killings of innocent
civilians has not been stopped. Furthermore, the parties
have nos yet come To an agreement for a ceasefire in the
calks under UNAMIR auspices, nor have they respected the
ceasefire to which they agreed at the recent OAU summit in
Tunis.

for
i d

In these circumgtances, the Security Council may wish
to consider the offer of the Government of France to
undertake, subject to Security Council authorization, a
french-commanded multinacional operation in conjunction
with orher Member States, under Chapter VII of the
Charter, to assure the security and protection of
displaced persons and civilians at risk in Rwanda. Such
an cperacion was one of the options envisaged in my letter
of 29 April (8/1994/518) and a precedent exists for it in
rhe United States-led operaticn (UNITAF) which was
deployed in Somalia in Pecember 1992. If the Security
Ccouncil decides to auchorize an coperation on these lines,
: consider it would be necessary for it to request the

Governments concerned to commit themselves to maincain
their troops in Rwanda until UNAMIR is brought up to the
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Ascasgary strengih L2 Laxke cver from the mu_tinacienal
far=s and =me latTer nasz creatceqd conditLons Lo wnhlch a
searts«gasting Soroe crevrating under Chagney VI of grhe
Crnarzer woul.d have the Zapacity 20 CArry Sul i1Ls mandara
This weuld imply thar the mulcinacicnal force shoul
ramain deplaved for a minimum period c¢i tnree months.

The activities of the multinational force and UNAMIR
would be closely ccordinaced by the respective force
cormanders, wno would take into account the facc zhat the
former would be operating under Chapter VII of che
Charter. UNAMIR wculd continue to fulfil, to the extent
rermitzed by the resources made available to it, its
mandated responsibilities in and around Kigali and at the
airpert. It would also continue to assgist in providing
support for the delivery ¢f humanitarian aid to accessible
areas. During this period, UNAMIR would operate on the
assumption that the parties will cooperate with the
acrivizies of the mission. However, in the event that the
safety and security of UNAMIR personnel were to be
jeopardized, I would immediately reassess the situation
and make appropriate recommendations te the Security
Caunc:l,

v is self-evident that the effeorcts by the
incernaticnal community to restore stabllity in Rwanda,
beth by halting the genocide and by securing a ceasefire,
are directed to a resumption of the Arusha peace process.
In this connection, as the Council is aware, my new
Special Representative for Rwanda, Mr. Shaharyar M. Xhan,
plans to take up his assignment shortly.

T should be grateful, Mr. President, if ycu would
bring the contents ¢f this letter to the attention of the
members of the Security Counc:il.

Nowhn MW

Boutrces Boutroes-Ghali
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| RWANDESE PATRIOTIC FRONT

H.E Salim Bin Mohawmed Al~Khussaihy 4
Fresident, ,(

United Nations Securtity Counci]

Sunci g,
Nrw o York

20 June 19594

Your Lxcellency,
RE: FRENCH MILITARY INTERVENTION IN RWANDA

The Rwandese Patriotic Front (RPF) 15 dismayed by the
decivton of France te intarvepne utiilaterally in Rwanda. The
Purpose of the proposed military ¢ Allegedly to stop the
Massacres.

Tour. Excellency, many countries across the world have
fe<ponded favaurably to the request of the U.N. Secretary Goneral
for men and materiale for a successful implementation aof
resalutions 918 and 925. To date, more than 7,000 soldiers have
heen offered, mostly bv African countries. It is reported that
fome countries like Ethiopia and Zimbabwe have their own
equipment. Others such as GChana have agrered to provide tronps :o
long as the necessary equipment is available. Some of the
equipment, like the Armoured Personnel Carriers the United States
af America promised to supply, is already in the region. With
teonop offers far exceeding what we concrider adequate, namely a
2500-man mission, the U.N. mission in Rwanda should have taken
of f by now.

The prospect of 2 permanent member of the Security Cauneil
supporting and then ignoring Sccurity Council resolnutions tn
launch a unilateral operation in a country in which that
permanent member has had a partisan ind controversial 1nvolvment
i e very strong questions ahaut the metjves of the mission.
't does also raise the question ac to what value members of (he
Counci| attach to jts decisions, The direct responsibility whieh
French governments, present and past, bear for the tragic
Sitnatron in Rwanda 15 a matter which should be treated with the

Seriousness it deserves:

1) France 1s a long-torm supporter of the governments «hich
organized and supervised the acts of genocide ip
Rwanda.

11) France has been and remains the principal arms supplier
to the criminal regime (sce the 1984 Arms Project
Report of Human Rights Wateh).

ti11) France trained the Presidential guards, as woll ax mileh
of the regular army and the militia who are at the

farcfront of the ORgOoINg atrocities,

Iv) French troops fought 4:de by side with the disercdited
Rwandesc government farces for three yearz ta prop up
tha fi‘r‘?ﬂf@f‘ﬁal recimoe gf thae late BPreacident
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Habyarimena. Reputable human rights

crgenisations such 3s Amnesty International and Africa
watch have documented how the Rwandese government
forces killed thousands af innocent civilians dur!ng
the thres-year period (October 1890 to December 1991)
when the French were still openly fighting on the
government side. The French troops never i1ntervened tn
stop thaose massacres, and the French government nevaetr

condemned them.

v) We have good reason to believe that there are even now
French troops who are caught up in the beseiged
government army camps in Kigali. The proposed French
operation, theeefore, could indeed partly be a rescue
mission, among other things. This may explain why
President Mitterand finds the intervention so urgent
that he had to declare that his operation cannotl wailt
for Security Council asuthorization.

vi) France i¢ one of the few countries which have recognized
the rump government, hosted some of its officials whae
are very notorious for their role in inciting
atrocities through the media. and has granted asylum to
the masterminds of the genscide in Rwanda who &are
cammonly known as “"Escadron de la Mort".

vii) French poirtical and dipiomatie¢ suppori for the regime
of the late Precsident Habyarimana encoursaged
intransigence on the part of the regime during the
Arusha peace talks and stalled the process of
implementing the 4rusha Agreement.

viii) 1t has recently been reported and repeated by very
credible newspapers 1n Belgiun that President
Hahyarimana's plane was shot down by French Military
afficers acting on behalfl of extremists who wanted ta
derail the peace process,

In view of this very detrimental role of France 1n Rwanda 1n
the recent past, her apparent good faith should not be taken far
granted when the issue of the proposed French intervention is up
for discussion. The intervention i1s, in qur view, intended 1o
assist the authors of the genocide in Rwanda to prosccute Lhe
war, to protect them from beinz brought to justice for theisr war
crimeae, snd ta preserve a rfole for them fn the futura politics of
the counttry.

The RPF condemns the proposed French intervention
unreservedly. We have, for the duration of the war in Rwands,
considered France a party to the conflict 1n every resprct, Wa
equaliy consider the return of France Lo Rwanda a hostile act of
war against the Rwandan people, and the RPF will fight the
proposed intervention by any meansg at tts disposal for as long ac¢
1y necncsaly.
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In the ahsence of a comprehensive ceasefire agreement
hetween the parties, the RPF intends to proceed with its
oparations to rescue the Ruandese at risk, to restore Jaw and
ardoer 1n the country. and io hring the criminsle to justice
regardicss of the presence of the french troeps in Rwanda.

wa are of the firm opinian that the seolution to the crisis
'n Rwanda must be found in the context of resolution 918 and
925/1964 of the U.N. Security Council, and we reaffirm our strong
support for the LU.N. humanitarian mission mandated by those
resalutians. We request memhers of the Security Council ta
ptevail upon France to illustrale its goeod faith in this matter
by pulting the resources which it plans to use 1n its untlatera)
missinon at the disposal of the L.N., force.

Your Excellecy, the RPF wishex toc draw your atteéntion and
that of the Council to the very grave ransequences which the
intervention of France will give rise to. French intervention
w311} have a destabilizing effect in the region. In Rewanda itzclf,
11 will bring to an end the ongoing ceasefire negotiations and 114
will Jlead to an escalation of the conflict as Rwandese government
forcas =er the prospect of military backing by France. The RP}H
itself will be compelled to re-evaluate its commitment to the
. N. mission proposed by the Sccurity Council.

Finally, the return of French troops to Rwanda may have
severe repercursions on the continued relevance of the Arushae
Peace \gresment as the basis for the peaceful resolution of the
confliet 1n Rwanda.

The Rwandese Patrioti¢ Front urges Yous Ecxellency and,
thirough you, all Security Council members, to recall and upbald
resolutions 918 and 825 which authariscd the Secretary Genvral Lo
expand UNAMIR and give it a humanitarian mission, including the
protectiaon of people threatened by genocode. These resolutions=
have received wide support both within the international
community and in Rwanda. The Security Council must not allow
France to usurp the role of the U.N. while fuprthering its own
ynterests 1n Rwanda. It is indeed unfortunate, but nevertheless
incumbent upon the Rwandese Patriotic Front, to pofnt out that 1 f
the United Vations and all intcrested parties had heeded our
warnings, Rwanda would bave heen saved the worst tragedy 1n ity
history. The task at hand is for all of us to avert any further
catastrophe in Rwanda, which an i1ntervention by France at this
stage would 1nevitably bring about. '

ﬂﬁﬁuwtauﬁi_

Patrick K} Mazimhaka

Vice-Chairman
RWANDESE PATRIOTIC FROXNT

cc, The Severctary General
Member Security Councal (all),



FRONT PATRIOTIQUE RWANDAIS
RWANDESE PATRIOTIC FRONT

Washington, June 18, 1994

PRESS RELEASE

The Rwandese Patriotic Front (RP?].is dismayed by the decisgion of
France £o intervene unilatarally in Rwanda. The purpese of the
proposed military {ntervention is allegedly to stop the magsacres.

The United Nations Security Council by resolutions 918 and $25/1934
devised a plan to send a tumanitarian U.N, force of 5,500 soldiers
for exactly the same purpose. HMany countries across the world have
responded favourably to the request of the U.N. Secretary Ganeral.
Todate, more than 7,000 soldlers have mean offered. It is reported
that sonmé countries like Ethiepia and Zimbabwe have theiyr own
equipment. Otheérs such as Ghana have agreed to provide troops 80
long as the necessary equipment is available. Some of <the
equipment like the AFC's promised by the USA is already in the
region. The U.N, mission appeaved well on the way o taking off.

The prospect of a permanent mexber of the Security Council by
passing the mechanisms detarmined by the Security Council to launch
a unilateral operation in a country in which that permanént member
of the Security Council nhas historically had partisan and
contraversial inveolvement raises very strong questions about the
motives of the mission.

The direct respensibility which French governments, present and
past, bear for the tragic situation in Rwanda is a matter which
anould not be treated lightly:

1) france is & long time supporter of the clique that organised
and supervised the execution of genocide in Rwanda.

ii)} France has keen and remain the principal arme supplier to the
regine as indicated in the 1994 Arms Project Report of Human
Rights Watch.

1i1) ~France trained the pragidential guards, much of the regular
arpy and the militia who are at tha fore front of the ongoeing
atrocities,

iv) French troops fought side By side with the discredited
Rwandese government forces to prop up the dictatorial regirxe
of the late President Habyarimana for 3 years. Reputable
numan rights organisations such as Amnesty Internaticnal and
Africa Watch have documented how tns Rwandese government
forces killed thousands of innocentse civillians during the
period (October 1890 to December 199%3) when the French were



6till openly fighting on the government side, The French
troops never intarvenad te 8top those magsacres and the
French government never condexned then.

) We have credible intelligence that there are even now French
troops who are caught up in the besieged governmant army
campa in Kigali. The French operation may partly be a rescue
nission. 7This may ekplain why President Mitterrand nas

vi) France is one of the vary few countries which have recognizad
the rump government, hosted some of itas officials who are
very notorious for their role in inciting atrecities through
the media and has granted asylun te the masterminds of the
genocide in Rwanda who are commonly knewn as "Escadren de la
Mortn,

vil) French pelitical and diplomatic support for the regime of the
late President Habyarimana encouraged intransigence on the
Part of the regime during the Arusha peace talks and gtalled
the process of implenmenting the Arusha Agreament,

viii) It has recently been reported and Tepeated by very cradiple
newspapers in Belgium that President Habyarimana's plane was
ghot down by French Military officers acting on behalf of
extremists vho wanted to derail the peace process,

In view of the very detrimental role of France in Rwanda {n the
fecent past, her good raith should not be taken for granted when
the issue of the Propesed French interventien ia up for discussion.
The intervention is in our view intended to assist the authors of
genocide te prosecute the war, to protect them from being brought
to justice for their war Crimes and preserve a role for tham in tne
future politics of the country.

The RPF condemns tha pPropesed Praneh intervention untreservedly. FwWe
have for the duration of ¢he war in Rvanda considered ¥rance a
party to the conflict in @very respect. wWe equally gonsider the
return of Prance to Rwanda a hostila 8Ct of var against hay pecple,
The RPP will fight the Preposed interventien by any means at {¢g
disposal and for s long as is neceasary.

In the absance of a cormprehensive ceasefire agreement retween the
Parties the RPF intends to proceeds with its operations te rescue
RWandesa at risk, restore law and order and to dring the killers to
justice regardless of tha pPressnca of the French troops in Rwanda.

We are of the firm opinien that the solution to the erisis in
Rwanda must be found in the context of resolutions 918 and 925/199¢
of the U.N, Security Council and we reaffirm our strong support for
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“hici {t plans to use in {ts unilateral mission at the disposal of
U.N, force.

The RPF wishes to draw the attention of the International Community
to the very grave consaquances which the intervention of France
will give rlse to, French intervention will have a destabilizing
effect in the region. In Rwanda itself, {t will bring t¢ an end
the ongoing ceasefire negotiations and lead te an escalation of the
cenflict as Rwandese government forces cee the prospect of military
backing by France. The RPF itsalf will be compelled to reevaluate
its comnitment to the U.N. missien proposed by the gecurity
council. Finally, the return of French troops to Rwanda may have
SeVers repercursions on the continued ralevance of the Arusha peace
agreement as the basis for the peaceful resolution of the conflict
in Rwanda.

For the Political Bureau cf the Rwandese Patrioctic Front

Mr., Gerald Gahima
Special Envoy to the United Nations and the Usa,

Contact: Tel: 3014588-8566 or 703-553-0455
Fax: 70)-553~04%8
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APPEL A LA HMOBILIBATION GEWBRALE,

A tour les Rwandais de 1-'intérieur du pays st de 1la diaspora,
Heintenent veus conneisses 1la part de la Pracce dans
1'édlaboreticn du plan de génocide dont vos parents, frézes et
gosuras ont été victimen.

Auvjouzrd'bud la France, pezachevaat gon plen, vole au geooure des
bourreaux sux abois. Blle réduesicta, ¢omme dans lae psssé & tromper
l'opinion internationale et avoir son aval, voire mize son
goution.

Aux pays africains qui veulent suivre la Prance dang 1'achivement
de eon sinistre plan nous discas: " 8oyea FPrudents °.
Peut-ftrée Que vous avos des dettes & régler & le Prance maip
tsouvez d'sutres moysns Que le sang des Bwandais.

A toute la Communauté Internationsle, ne vous rendes pa® complice
d'un projet auquel vous n'avez pas 6té asgocié.

Rwandaises et Ewendais,

He vous laisges pas intimider par Ges déclaratiens fallsciouses
des diplomates frangais wmenagant de répondre pac le force & vosr
ectes de ldgitimes défense.

Le ®ang qui coule deny les veines de luurs poldats est augsl
rouge que le v8tre.

Hobiligez=vous pour tenir en échec le plan de trabison fraongaise,
Aprds tout vous B8tez Rwandais, vous deves vivre Ou Bourir au
Rwanda et pas astlleurs. vous ea aves le tompa, les moyens ot la
détesmination.

Beetes vigilants et penses toujours & 500.000 Rwandaie viotimes
du machiavélisme frangais, de 808 armes ot de gee amig bourreaux.
Ils oot été sacrifids pour que vous retrouvies votre dignité.

D Jacques BIKOZAGARA.




T T e e weRE WG SN[ oF i

DESE PATRIOTIC FR¢

La 17.06.5¢

COMNUNIQUE DB PREgss

LES VICTIKRE BU DOUBLE-JBU FRANCAIS.

Parmi les pluw grandep victimes du doubla-jeu frangais, ) Yy &
lieu de citer : les Nations Unies, le FPR, certains pays de
l'Union Buropéenne et la Pluparet des pays francophones d'Afrique,

Les Nationse=Unies d'aberd car elles sont entrain de déraillasr
&vdite au marathen frangais destiné & faire avaliser ggg
initiatives d'intervention ay Rwanda. Comment peut-on expliquer
que l'ONU, aprde autant d'énergie dépencde POuUr l'application de
la Réoolution 518 s'écarte &ussi rapidement d¢ sa piste ay profse
d'une {nitiative frangaise 1ssue d'un cadre inhabitue) 7

En tout cas le FPR po résecve le droit de revoir ses tngagementy
vig=d=vig des Nations Unies, Ay cas o0 une gusléongue forcs RErait

Le PPR n‘e pas 6té ébargné par le dcuble-jeu da la Franese parcs
qu'il 8 guffi d'un entretien informel ave¢ Monsieur Bernard
KOUCHNER et Moneisur CGérald LAROME, Birecteur de la €Callule
d'Urgence au Mintgtére Frangeis Ges Affairas étrangédros pour que
la France parle de {'ouverture au Nozrd d'un COULOIR HUMANITAIRE
(GATUNA=BYUKBA=-K2OALZ) . Cot 8X@ qul gert depuis plus d'une annde
de couloir de zavitalllement des populationz a4 lacdes ont
utilieé indistinctement par toutes lea organisationy 'agsietance

humaniteire et son fonctionnemant ne date pas d'hier,

Quant & certaing parys de l'Unjon Buropbéenns ¢t da l'Afrigque
{rencoplene, le FER espére gqu'ily sepnt assez nlres pour ne P28 se
laisezer ontralnds par la France qui, visiblement 4 dag comptes
¢ rendre avec des Rwendaig,

La ¢larification apportée hies par Monsieur Alain Jupé ns change
£ion ni aux intentions de la Prance ni & la position au FPR vig-
d-vis d'elles. Ceg enfants, femmes, hommes, orphelins, invalides
auxquels la France vole ay b@cours sont noa froresg et Bosursg,

Il ont é%é mutilge Par lea armes que la France a fourniesg et
continue de fournir. Ilg gont vigtimes d'un plan de GENOCIDE que
la France counaivsalt apparemment (Yoir le Soir dy 17.06.94)

& Avaes ¢o IQtevadm, 05, 180 Brsssals, Belgies Tk 3225748541, Bea . 43,4 B RLE T



Soyez 8Grs qu'ils sont avec nous pousr dire non & toute forme de
perticipation, si humenitaize soit-elle de la Prance au Rwanda.

@we les pays qui gent avjourd'hui nmobilisés paz le France pour
intervenir eu Rwanda sachent avsc Qui et pourquet ils 8'4ngagent
car deg bruits courent déja comme quol 41 Y aurait des soldats
frangals trequés dane des camps militaires de RIGALT.

Dr. Jacques BIHOZAGARA.
Membre du Bureau Poli
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FROM : NEW YORK C04643/NYK 20-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Immediate

Ces BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
PARIS SANTIAGO Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC, LGL, ISAC,HRU, EUR, DP3, DSP3, EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA,OPS,DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA: UNOMUR

Summary

- Council renews UNOMUR's mandate for final 3 months (till
21 September)

= Resclution amended to spell out operational phase-down

- At France's initiative, possibility of having another
look at extending UNOMUR's mandate is left open by
requesting further Sec Gen report by 21 September

Action
For information
Report

2 Council adopted resolutionéé%?i“lB—O-D) today renewing
UNOMUR's mandate for a final onth period Significant
changes from draft resolution included deletion of both pp5S
(reference to no cross-border movement of arms) and pp7
(reference to UNOMUR continuing until there is a cease-fire),
to Op2 as you proposed and to op3 so as to delete the
specific date on which UNOMUR would be terminated and leave
open a further report before final termination.

3 As regards pp5, US proposal for its deletion was
accepted. While it is probably true that UNOMUR has not




CONFDENTHL,

C0464" 'NYK

detected any cross border flow of arms there was a degree of
scepticism amongst Council members that there has been no
flow at all from Uganda in recent months. US said that they
believed arms had crossed the border and the para was
therefore factually wrong.

4 Proposal to delete pp7 was based on the slightly
conflicting nature of the Sec Gen's recommendation (which UK
drew attention to) that UNOMUR continue in place until there
is a cease~fire but be closed down on 21 September (ie
regardless of whether there is in fact a cease-fire by
then). This aspect of the report has therefore been dropped.

5 Most significant proposal was from France which argued
that the situation on the ground may have changed by
September in which case it might be appropriate to revisit
the question of UNOMUR's termination. In those circumstances
they proposed that the Sec Gen be asked to provide a further
report before the (final) mandate expires on 21 September.

6 New pp was agreed reaffirming need for observance of
general arms embargo.

7 We secured amendment to op2 as per your (24739 to spell

out the operational phase-down rather than to merely refer to
para 14 of Sec Gen's report.

End Message
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Your @ ‘e: 3/88/1 Our file: 115/23/37

19:14 (5621) 700/MEA/00000/00000 $185.12

FROM: WELLINGTON C24739/WN1 20-Jun-1994

TO: NEW YORK Immediate

cC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
PARIS SANTIAGO Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine
WGTN UNSC DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC, LGL, ISAC, HRU, EUR, DP3, DSP3, EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subject

U52184: SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA: UNOMUR

Your C04637 and fax 2810.

2 It is encouraging that no movement of arms or armed

personnel from Uganda into Rwanda has been detected by UNOMUR

during the reporting period. The Council has no reason not

to accept this conclusion on the face of it (although it
seems to defy logic that the RPF has not been resupplied from
somewhere during the last two months).

3 We can go along with the Sec-Gen's recommendation that,

predicated on the establishment of an effective ceaseflre,
the mandate of UNOMUR be renewed for three months during
which it would be reduced in phases 1ead1ng to a close-down
by 21 September. We agree there is an illogicality in
continuing to monitor one border and not others.

4 We would prefer op 2 to spell out the operational
phase-down rather than refer to para 14 of the Sec-Gen's
report. This would help put op 3 into proper context. As
currently drafted there seems to be an inconsistency between
the wording of op 3 and the close-down by 21 September which
the Sec—-Gen recommends.

End Message
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Your : ie: 115/23/37 Our file: 3/88/1

19:14 (5631) 700/NYK/00000/00000 $355.81

FROM: NEW YORK C04643/NYK 20-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Immediate

CC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
PARIS SANTIAGO Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA, UNC, LGL, ISAC,HRU, EUR, DP3,DSP3, EARB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA,OPS,DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA: UNOMUR

Summary

- Council renews UNOMUR's mandate for final 3 months (till
21 September)

- Resolution amended to spell out operational phase-down

- At France's initiative, possibility of having another
look at extending UNOMUR's mandate is left open by
requesting further Sec Gen report by 21 September

Action
For information
Report

2 Council adopted resolution 928 (15-0-0) today renewing
UNOMUR's mandate for a final 3 month period Significant
changes from draft resolution included deletion of both pp5
(reference to no cross~border movement of arms) and pp7
(reference to UNOMUR continuing until there is a cease-fire),
to Op2 as you proposed and to op3 so as to delete the
specific date on which UNOMUR would be terminated and leave
open a further report before final termination.

3 As regards pp5, US proposal for its deletion was
accepted. While it is probably true that UNOMUR has not

GONFIDENTTAL
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detected any cross border flow of arms there was a degree of
scepticism amongst Council members that there has been no
flow at all from Uganda in recent months. US said that they
believed arms had crossed the border and the para was
therefore factually wrong.

4 Proposal to delete pp7 was based on the slightly
conflicting nature of the Sec Gen's recommendation (which UK
drew attention to) that UNOMUR continue in place until there
is a cease-fire but be closed down on 21 September (ie
regardless of whether there is in fact a cease-fire by
then). This aspect of the report has therefore been dropped.

5 Most significant proposal was from France which argued
that the 31tuat10n on the ground may have changed by
September in which case it might be appropriate to revisit
the question of UNOMUR's termination. In those circumstances
they proposed that the Sec Gen be asked to provide a further
report before the (final) mandate expires on 21 September.

6 New pp was agreed reaffirming need for observance of
general arms embargo.

7 We secured amendment to op2 as per your C24739 to spell

out the operational phase-down rather than to merely refer to
para 14 of Sec Gen's report.

End Message
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FROM: PARIS C01936/PAR 20-Jun-19%94

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Immediate
NEW YORK Immediate

cC: LONDON BRUSSELS Priority
ROME MADRID Priority
MOsCOowW GENEVA Priority
WASHINGTON BEIJING Priority
CANBERRA SANTIAGO Priority
HARARE OTTAWA Priority
BONN DEFENCE Priority

MFAT (UNC,MEA, ISAC,HRU, LGL, EUR, DSP1, EAB)

P/S MFA Wiilharg

DEFENCE HQNZDF  (DSIA, OPS, DDI) o

DEFENCE MOD T

Do
Tooe

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Your C24728.

Summary

- France's objective in proposing an intervention forc
in Rwanda is not to try and stop the fighting but simply to
protect those populations under threat. France has no
military or political objectives in mind.

- The mandate for the intervention force will be the same
as UNAMIR's ~ to protect the c¢ivilian populations under
threat. The force will work to reassemble those threatened
in safe areas under its protection.

- France will not seek confrontation with the RPF. It
will keep well away from RPF-controlled areas.

- France claims widespread support for its initiative in
the Council and on the part of African countries (including
Ghana, Nigeria and Kenya).

- Amongst Council members only New Zealand and perhaps
Brazil are thought by France to hold any reservations about
the proposal. New Zealand 1is asked not to express 1its
reservations publicly.

Action
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For information.
Report

2. We called this afternoon on Lapouge (Deputy Head, UN
Section) to go over some of the guestions you raised in your
reftel. He reitierated that France's objective in proposing
an intervention force was solely a humanitarian one - to
protect those populations threatened by the Hutu militia.
France was not going in with the aim of stopping the
fighting. It had no political or military agenda. French
troops would ke no where near the military front. France
would not seek confrontation with the RPF but if attacked
would of course respond. It did not expect the intervention
force would be in Tutsi-controlled areas so the possibility
of confrontation with the RPF should be limited. French
troops would however be prepared to use force against Hutu
militia to prevent further massacres as provided for under
the proposed Chapter VII mandate. The intervention force
would try to reassemble those threatened into safe areas
under its protection.

3. Lapouge confirmed that France had made a big effort to
convince the RPF of the sincerity of its intentions. The
French Ambassador to Rwanda (Marlaud) was in Kampala to talk
the RPF. (Tonight's Le Monde reports that Kagamé has refused

to meet him.) French representatives had also spoken to the
Deputy Prime Minister of the transitional government in
Brussels. France had some hope that it would be able to

convince the RPF to agree to the deployment of the
intervention force. France was not totally pessimistic on
this score.

International support

4, Lapouge went on to claim wide-spread international
support for the proposed intervention force:

- The UNSG was very positive.

- The US was also very much in favour. Christopher had
told Juppé that "not only do I support you but I admire
you®,

~ Russia was not likely to cause a problem because of
Georgia. China was also not expected to be difficult.

- There was a "slight reluctance" on the part of the UK
but London was after all a very close ally of France and
unlikely to stand in the way.

- The only Council members to be at all hestitant were
New Zealand = and (perhaps) Brazil. In light of the
wide-spread support for initiative, France hoped that New
Zealand would not make its views known publicly.

CONFDENTIAL
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- The NAM was very positive. "All the Africans were very
much in favour."

5. We asked Lapouge what would happen if the proposal failed
to receive the support of the Council. In view of the above,
Lapouge did not consider this scenario very likely but noted
that France was nevertheless determined to move ahead - if
necessary with the approval of the UNSG and/or by means of an
exchange of letters between the UNSG and the UNSC.

6. Lapouge acknowledged that for the moment despite this
wide-spread support, only Senegal had offered troops. An
agreement in principle (for Senegal to provide 200-300 troops
according to Le Monde) was signed during Juppé's visit to
Dakar over the weekend. Nigeria, Kenya and Ghana were also
very positive as well but it was not yet clear whether they
would provide any material support. France still expected
Belgium and Spain to provide logistical support, the
Netherlands and Denmark were also possibilities and the US
could also come up with something.

Planning underway

7. Lapouge said that planning was underway to bring the
intervention force in through Zaire. Burundi would have be a
possibility but Bujumbura had enough problems and "France did
not wish to embarass the Burundi Government". Assuming that
the DR was wvoted on today or tomorrow, the french troops
would be deployed by the end of the week, early next wekk at

the 1latest. Lapouge gave the impression that the
intervention force would remain in the RFG-controlled
south-west region. There was no mention of Kigali.

(Comment: Juppé has refused to divulge publicly too many
details about the force but it is thought that France 1is
considering sending between 1,000-2,000 men. The Elysée and
the PM's office announced in a joint communigué last Saturday
that France would send the "necessary means" to save human
lives and put an end to the massacres".)

UNAMIR

8. PFinally, we asked Lapouge why France had chosen to launch
its initiative when it did and why it could not work to
strengthen UNAMIR instead. He said that Juppé had decided to
act last week in response to public pressure in the wake of
the massacres of children and bishops the week before.
France could not continue to wait forever for UNAMIR to be
strengthened. France would have liked to have acted within
UNAMIR but its participation had been vetoed by the RPF.

8. Lapouge stressed however that France had no intention of
remaining any longer in Rwanda than was absolutely
necessary. This was why Paris had asked its NY mission to
amend the text of the DR to make 1t clear that the
intervention force would leave as soon as the extra UNAMIR

CONEIDENHAL
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troo; were in place and, in any event, by mid-August.
Comment

10. Lapouge was not entirely at ease during our meeting. The
large discrepancy between what he claimed was support for the
French initiative both in and out of the Council and New
York's reporting (their C04641) may have explained some of
his discomfort. He was clearly trying to sell us a 1line
which he was rather afraid we might not be swallowing.

11. The French initiative also holds very high risks. our
impression is that France will now go ahead - no matter
what. All areas of the government machinery have now g¢given
it their support. It is more than ever now a matter of
national pride. France's African policy would be in complete
disarrary if it does not intervene. But it is hard to see
how France can possibly come out of this without a few
scratches. Officials are trying to limit the potential
damage - the amount of time the force will be on the ground
and the possiblity of confrontation with the RPF - but even
so the chances of France coming out of this one with
international image enhanced cannot be that great.

End Message
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Your ile: our file:
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FROM: BONN C01519/BON 20-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON Priority

ce: NEW YORK WGTN UNSC Priority
PARIS LONDON Routine
BRUSSELS MADRID Routine
ROME GENEVA Routine
MOSCOW WASHINGTON Routine
BEIJING SANTIAGO Routine
CANBERRA OTTAWA Routine
HARARE DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (UNC,MEA, ISAC, HRU, LGL, EUR, DSP1, EAB)

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI)

DEFENCE MOD Wicerg 1 G
Forsiih o
. Ward i
Subject Rigsr :
SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA R
UGS 32,
i

Summary

Your U52172 poses the hard questions, most of which cannot as
yet be answered until further information on objectives and
tasks is provided by the French. The German Foreign Office
considers that this is something which France has to deliver
on to its partners. They are for this reason cautious
towards the initiative and there is no gquestion of German
participation. However, at the end of the day and for
political reasons, Germany will probably fall in behind the
French.

Action

For your information -~ your C52172 refers.

We spoke to Timmermann, Rwanda desk officer in the German
Foreign Office. Germany, 1like others in the WEU, had
"welcomed” the French initiative, just as they welcomed any
idea which could assist in improving the humanitarian
situation in Rwanda. That being said, they, like others,
were cautious.

2 The major problem was that the overall objectives of the
French initiative were unclear. ©One could not, for example,
determine whether this was the right strategy to pressure the

Waison -
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part .s to negotiate a ceasefire (if that was France's
objective). Neither could one vyet assess whether
intervention might have the effect of encouraging the RGF to
continue fighting. Certainly the declared position of the
RPF, as evidenced by their letter to the UN Secretary-General
opposing the proposed intervention, could signficantly
complicate the position of UNAMIR and affect its future
viability. The Foreign Office had no new informaticn on the
situation on the ground as they were working on the same
media reports that you are.

3 Timmermann thought it was now up to the French to provide
significantly more details on its initiative, particularly to
persuade other countries of 1its wvalue. During the
discussions in the WEU, members had not opposed the
initiative, but only Italy had come forward with an offer of
assistance. The German Foreign Office considered that the
WEU was not the appropriate body to take this action
further. Rather any action should be taken under a UN
umbrella, especially as a Chapter VII operation appeared to
be contemplated. The TOR, objectives, and mandate of any
intervention force needed to be discussed and agreed in the
UNSC. Countries should not go it alone.

4 We asked about the option of speeding-up the deployment
of the additional UNAMIR troops, as well as the possible
German contribution. Timmermann agreed that the French were
using the slow deployment of UNAMIR as one of the main
reasons for their initiative. However, he did not wish to be
drawn on whether a faster deployment was possible. on a
possible German contribution to UNAMIR, there was still talk
of the offer to provide relief flights for the civilian
population, "circumstances permitting". But in reality it
was very uncertain whether this would come off. The issue
had caused considerable disagreement within the Federal
Government. The environment was Jjust too insecure and
domestic political <considerations too great for a
contribution at this time. There was, of course, no question
of German participation in the proposed French intervention.

Comment

5 While Germany was cautious, we were told that at the end
of the day, they would not oppose the French initiative and
would support an agreed UNSC resolution which sought to
improve the situation in Rwanda. We assess that bilateral
political considerations are a major influencing factor.
Timmermann thought that the initative arose because of
enormous domestic political pressure in France to take
concrete action to assist the humanitarian situation in
Rwanda and that this was what was driving the French. This
domestic pressure is likely to lead France to exerting
pressure on its international partners.

End Message
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FROM: LONDON C04003/LON 20-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Priority

CC: PARIS Priority
BRUSSELS WASHINGTON Routine
BONN GENEVA Routine
MOSCOW BEIJING Routine
TOKYO DEFENCE Routine
CANBERRA HARARE Routine
MADRID OTTAWA Routine
SANTIAGO Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC,ISAC,HRU,LGL,EUR,DPB,DSPl,EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

)
Subject é%;gf/
U05206: SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA \./

Your Ub2172, New York's C04641 and our C03998.
Summary

France tells WEU meeting on 17 June that its proposed
operation would be WEU coordinated rather than WEU operatlon
as such. Participants at meeting make suitable noises of
concern about situation in Rwanda and of sympathy with French
good intentions, but little substantial is forthconing.
Matter will be dlscussed at resumed WEU meeting on 21 June.
UK will contribute on logistics side if everyone else does.
At discussion in UNSC today, they will be asking a number of
questions about the French proposal, including coordination
with and impact on UNAMIR. They do not think early expansion
of UNAMIR will turn off the French, who are talking about
arriving in Rwanda this week. Idea of calling on UNOSOM
seems to have gone down the tube.

Action required

For information.

Report

We spoke today with the FCO (McLean, Assistant Head, African

Dept (Equatorial)) to get a read out on the 17 June WEU
meeting.
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WEU meeting

2 McLean, reading from a reporting cable, said that it
sounded as 1f France had had the same problems in the WEU as
it had in the UNSC. France had told the meetlng it could
make 2,000 troops available, with 800 of them arriving in the
first few days. Their functlon would be to prov1de an
interim presence until the expanded UNAMIR was in place.
McLean said France did not make it clear how this force would
fit in with the existing UNAMIR operation on the ground.

France had it in mind that it would be the single leader of a
multinational force under a WEU label (ie coordinated by the
WEU, but not a WEU operation as such).

3 The consequent tour de table produced expressions of
concern about the situation in Rwanda and recognition of
France's good intentions. But little concrete. TItaly said
it might be able to supply some troops, although not nearly
as many as France. Belgium said it would consider its
position. Germany commented that "not everyone" would be
there. The Netherlands said it might be prepared to provide
a field hospital outside Rwanda. It warned, however, that
any force deployed would find itself in the p051tlon of
trying to keep the peace. UK representative commented that
the WEU should be careful that it was acting in response to
the explicit wishes of the UN. In his summing up, the WEU
Chair said that what France proposed was not a WEU operation
as such, but a WEU-coordinated operation under UN authority.
The goals of this operation, its command and control
arrangements etc needed further work. It would be premature
to report to the UNSC at this stage. The WEU would mnmeet
again to discuss this issue on 21 June after consultations
with capitals.

4 McLean said Hurd had told Juppe in response to his
original approach that the UK would look at providing
logistical support if France specified what it needed,

although it would not want this to cut across what it was
doing with the UN. MclLean noted that costs were very tight,
and any gesture the UK made would have to be modest. He
speculated that Hurd believed France would welcome sone
modest gesture on the part of a European partner - more a
demonstration that the UK was supportive of its approach than
of significant practical benefit. The UK would wait and see
how other WEU countries responded at tomorrow's meeting. If
everyone else was making a gesture, the UK would not want to
be left out.

UNSC

S In New York, UK would be posing a number of questions at
today's discussions about the French draft resolution: what
would the mandate for the French led operation be; how would
it coordinate with UNAMIR; what would its impact on UNAMIR
be, including for UNAMIR's credibility if the operation was

CONEIDENTHT,
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short~lived but robust; what was the timetable for deploying
the African forces pledged to UNAMIR; what would be the
funding arrangements for the operation; what were the
Secretary-General's views; was the Secretariat working on
recommendations for the UNSG to put to the Council? McLean
said UK was somewhat puzzled by the reference to a report by
the UNSG in the draft resolution (New York's C04641),
thinking that a report from the SG may need to be reguested
by the UNSC. They would also like the term of the French
operation to be specified in the draft resolution - it is
"too open—~ended" at present.

6 McLean said he doubted the early expansion of UNAMIR
could take place soon enough to head off the French

initiative - they were talking about going in this week. In
response to our question, McLean said he thought the idea of
using UNOSOM troops had, for practical reasons, "gone down
the tube'.

End Message
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SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Your C24728/WN1

West/Central Africa)

1. Belgian MFA (Fontaine,
this evening to discuss

are meeting their Minister (Claes)
the approach Belgium should adopt in a meeting of Western
European Union (WEU) members Tuesday on the French

advise they !

proposal. Our contact was careful to avoid predicting his
Minister's decision on this issue (which is highly political
for the Belgians - see below) Fontaine advised, in
confidence, that the main points of MFA advice to Claes are

as follows:

- Belgium should indicate a favourable stance in principle
to the French initiative.

- Any French-led intervention in Rwanda should have the
endorsement of the United Nations, and should have a

clear objective, mandate and time frame.
- the action must remain humanitarian in nature

2 Fontaine considered Belgium's approach in tomorrow's WEU
meeting might well be to seek further details from France on
how it would propose to ensure that the above requirements

might be met.

3 Fontaine did not forsee any Belgian military contribution
as at all likely. Belgium is however considering the
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pose ility of offering logistical support. Belgium has left
considerable equipment in and bordering Rwanda following its
recent withdrawal from that country. The intention to date
has been that this might be offered to UNAMIR. However "on a
case by case basis" it may be that any French-led force could
be given access to such equipment.

Comment

4 The deaths of Belgian troops earlier this year in Rwanda
would make any decision to commnit new Belgian troops there
unpalatable.. That said, Rwanda (as a former Belgian colony)
retains considerable interest for the Belgian government and
media. This factor, and Belgium's close bilateral links with
France (just days before Belgium will be looking for
continued French support for Belgium PM Dehaene's candidacy
for the EU Commission Presidency at the Corfu EU Summit) will
make any decision on the French initiative highly political
for the Belgians. We would not be surprised to see them
offer both moral and logistical support, if the conditions
outlined above can be seen to be satisfied.

End Message
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intervention force. Canada privately hopes that the propesaT“” kﬁ;;

will not be given UN cover as it considers that it is not the

right answer to the problem, and would more likely than not
backfire on the UN. Canada's objectives in Rwanda are the
same as New Zealand's, and it has called for an early
deployment of UNAMIR TWO. Dallaire believes the French
action has already had negative repercussions on the ground
in Kigali. canada considers that UNOMUR did not have the
capacity to effectively police the Ugandan/Rwandan border and
accordingly cannot wverify accurately Jjust what has happened
there.

ACTION
For information: your U52172.

REPORT
3 DFAIT (Lessard, Director, West and Central Africa and

Maghreb Relations) said that the French HOM submitted a
request Friday (17 June) for Canadian troops/logistics
support for its intervention force. Minister Ouellet on
Sunday approved Canada's response, to the effect that it was
not in a position to support the initiative. canada would
prefer to make its response in context of the existing
approved plan to reinforce UNAMIR. Canada recognised the
good intentions of the French, and suggested that they
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prov @ assistance to UNAMIR and aircraft for humanitarian
assistance. Having regard to Canada‘'s important relationship
with France, Minister Ouellet indicated that Canada should

not publicly criticise the proposal.

4 Lessard said that in their view the French proposal was a

high risk strategy which was likely to leave a worse mess for
the UN to handle once the intervention force departed.
Dallaire believed it would make the situation unmanageable,
but was unable to comment publicly as the Secretariat had
received instructions from the SecGen to be both supportive
of the French proposal and the reinforcement of UNAMIR
(please protect). The UN Secretariat (DPKO) was also opposed

to the proposal.

5 Lessard remarked that the stakes for the UN were very
high, as if Rwanda ended up as another debacle like Somalia
then the reputation of the UN would be further weakened. The
French initiative did not constitute peacekeeping, as it was
not possible to impose peace through force. We might note
that when we talked with Balloch (ADM, Asia Pacific) earlier
in the day on another matter and touched on the Rwandan
situation he robustly asserted that the initiative would not
work. It was perceived as intervention on one side and even
if the French succeeded in suppressing some of the conflict
it would simply resurface when they departed in August.

6 Lessard said that the proposal constituted a political
trap for other countries as there was pressure from the
public to see something done. The public did not perceive
that the UN plan (UNAMIR TWO) was in progress, and in any
event were unable to properly evaluate what was the best
thing to do. France was working at two levels, saying on the
one hand that they had to intervene urgently and would act
tomorrow, and on the other saying that they had to have UN
approval.

7 Lessard noted that the designated prime minister under
the Arusha Accords Mr Twagiramungu (a moderate Hutu) would be
in Ottawa on Tuesday 21 June (we shall seek a report).
Twagiramungu was an influential figure who had a particular
legitimacy as the designated PM. According to press reports
had spoken out against the French intervention.

8 In response to our guery Lessard suggested that the
French were largely acting for domestic political reasons.
The media had been harshly critical of the French Government
over Rwanda, but were now lauding the new initiative. France
was not qualified to provide troops to UNAMIR as they were
not acceptable to the RPF. That was also a difficulty with

their initiative.

) Concerning other support for the French proposal, Lessard
said that at official level Ghana had indicated that
consideration of support at the political level would require
them to reassess their participation in UNAMIR. The French
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cle ly had the clout to get a number of African states on
side, and indeed the President of Benin who had been in Paris
had announced support. The EU's position was that it would
assist with logistics but not troops.

SITUATION ON THE GROUND

10 Lessard said that they had no evidence to suggest that
the RPF had changed from its strategy of seeking military
victory. The evidence was that the RPF was making slow
pProgress on the ground, but their forces were thin on the
ground and supply routes were stretched. They were not in
full control behind their own front lines. DFAIT had no
specific information, but Lessard suggested that one would be
rash to assume that the RPF would prevail any time soon. No
one really knew what was going to happen. The RPF could be
willing to negotiate once it believed it controlled enough
territory to isolate their Hutu enemy (the "hardliners") in
one part of the territory. DFAIT had no reason to believe
that a ceasefire was possible anytime soon.

1l Lessard advised that he had talked with the canadian
mission in Nigeria earlier in the day (20 June), which had
been in touch with General Dallaire. After allowing the
departure of the humanitarian flight carrying the UNAMIR
casualties (and the fatality) from Friday, the RPF had
barricaded Kigali airport so that it was unusable (just,
Lessard commented, when the humanitarian need had become even
greater). Dallaire believed that this action and the
intensified fighting resulted from RPF concern about the
prospect of French intervention. The RPF did not of course
believe the French claim that they would only intervene in
"government" held territory. Following the reported
Senegalese support for the proposal, the RPF had informed
Dallaire that any Senegalese UNAMIR troops would be treated
as enemy. Canada had no knowledge whether there was any
connection hetween the French proposal and the RPF attack on
the UNAMIR truck.

12 Lessard indicated that it was difficult to speculate
about the secondary effects of the French proposal on the
situation on the ground, except that as reported above
Dallaire believed that it had had immediate negative effects.

UNOMUR

13 We asked Lessard about the SecGen's report on UNOMUR.
Lessard retorted that it was a red herring. With 80 officers
based in fixed locations and only travelling from time to
time on prior notice in difficult territory it was not
possible to prove that military supplies were not crossing
the border. It was a fiction to believe otherwise. Lessard
said Canada did not have specific information to prove
otherwise, but believed that supplies were crossing the

border.

14 We have faxed (Wgton and New york only) two press
clippings, and the official briefing on the Canadian position
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SECURITY COUNCIL : RWANDA

Thanks your C04641

We remain cautious about France’s proposal for an intervention force and
hope it will not take precipitate action in the Counecil.

2 As posts will see from the following we have a number of gquestions
that need clarifying before we would be able to consult Minister about a
position to take in the Council.

3 New Zealand’s immediate objectives in regard to Rwanda are:

- to see a stop to the fighting and killing;

- to see arrangements in place to protect and look after threatened
and displaced populations and provide security for relief
operations.

In looking to achieve these objectives, we want so far as possible to avoid

prejudiceing prospects for a sustainable political settlement, within the
broad framework of the Arusha Accords.
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4 Regarding the first objective, the talks sponsored by UNAMIR
Commander Dallaire have not so far succeeded. An intervention force holds
out that prospect.

S Regarding the second objective, we have supported the early
deployment of an expanded UNAMIR. Our concern is that an intervention
force might cut across or complicate the task of an expanded UNAMIR. As
New York put it in informals (C04641, para 14), how would an intervention
force fit in with UNAMIR or impact on UNAMIR’s future ability to operate in
Rwanda?

6 The RPF attitude is a major consideration. France cannot expect to
be perceived as a disinterested party. The signs we have seen to date of
the RPF position are not encouraging. If the RPF regards a French-backed
intervention force as hostile, the prospect is only more fighting. By all
accounts the RPF is a well-armed, disciplined force. The French could face
an imbroglio.

7 RPF hostility could also lead it to reject UN involvement, deny
access to Kigali airport and refuse to cooperate with an expanded UNAMIR.
This would jeopardise the second objective outlined above.

8 France has said it will proceed with an intervention force if;
- there is no ceasefire;

- it has WEU and Africam support;

- it has UN endorsement.

9 With regard to the first of these conditions, it would be helpful
to get an up-to-date assessment of the situation on the ground. What are
RPF military objectives and how close are they to achieving them? After
the capture of Gitarama it was confidently asserted that the RPF were about
to chase the last of the Government forces from Kigali and positions from
which they could threaten the airport. Yet latest media reports suggest
heavy fighting around the capital still exists, with UNAMIR caught in the
middle suffering casualties. How does Dallaire assess the situation and
the prospect of the ceasefire talks he has been leading? Will France’s
initiative put pressure on to reach an agreement? Is this its purpose?

Page 2
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10 .~ It seems France is not finding it easy to line up credible WEU and
African support. We have seen reports that Belgium, UK and Italy have all
said no to troops, although noises have been made about logistical
support. Spain seems cautious. We understand the WEU is to meet again
Tuesday 21 June to further consider France’s proposal. Except for Senegal
and Zaire, the Africans seem cautious. New York reports a negative
Nigerian view, but we note a Reuters report that France is to send a
special envoy to African capitals, starting with Lagos, to explain its
objectives. African views as they develop will bear on our own
considerations.

11 As to UN endorsement, the French clearly have Boutros-Ghali’s
backing. If Sec-Gen is to write to Council urging intervention, we will
need to see extent to which he addresses this in relation to UNAMIR and its
role. Are the reservations of Council members, including the other
permanent members, likely to jell into any disposition to oppose or abstain
on the sort of UNITAF-inspired resolution the French have circulated?
No-one will want to be seen as opposing a measure aimed at stopping
genocide. US and Russia may see useful precedent in humanitarian
intervention in terms of their inerests in, eg. Haiti and CIS.

12 France has also said an intervention force is necessary because the
expanded UNAMIR will not be properly up and running for another 4-6 weeks.
Yet the Secretariat says Ghana’s forces are ready to go and the US airlift
of APCs is imminent. Is the deployment of substantial part of an expanded
UNAMIR in fact imminent? Will France’s moves in any way accelerate
deployment? And if so, would early deployment scotch the French
initiative? Is the notion of using UNOSOM forces (probably Pakistan?)
still in play? Our C24677 noted reservations we have about redeployment of
UNOSOM.

13 It would be a concern if the French initiative encouraged the
interim government and RGF to prolong the fighting, with the calculation
that to do so might increase the prospect of French intervention.

14 We should be interested in posts’reporting on the questions we have
raised. This will help us determine a position before the next discussion
in informals. The US reaction will be significant in determining the
Council’s response, if it comes to that. Washington’s readout, especially
following reported Juppe/Christopher telecon would be appreciated.
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U52184: SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA: UNOMUR

Your C04637 and fax 2810.

2 It is encouraging that no movement of arms or armed
personnel from Uganda into Rwanda has been detected by UNOMUR
during the reporting period. The Council has no reason not
to accept this conclusion on the face of it (although it
seems to defy logic that the RPF has not been resupplied from
somewhere during the last two months).

3 We can go along with the Sec-Gen's recommendation that,
predicated on the establishment of an effective ceasefire,
the mandate of UNOMUR be renewed for three months during
which it would be reduced in phases leading to a close~down
by 21 September. We agree there is an illogicality in
continuing to monitor one border and not others.

4 We would prefer op 2 to spell out the operational
phase-down rather than refer to para 14 of the Sec-Gen's
report. This would help put op 3 inte proper context. As
currently drafted there seems to be an inconsistency between
the wording of op 3 and the close-down by 21 September which
the Sec-Gen recommends.

End Message
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SUBJ: SECURITY COUNCIT. : RWANDA

Attached iz a US non-paper on the proposed French intervention in
Rwanda. As you will see, it takes a broadly supportive 1line
towards the French proposal.

2 Earliest we could see State is early morning 21 June. We
will report in details asap thereafter.
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NON-PAPER ON FRENCH PROPOSAL TOR A
JOINT INTERNATIONAL-AFRICAN INITIATIVE ON RWANDA

I'rance has proposcd @ multingtional force, under UN
auspices, to intervene in Rwanda 8s BOON as possible to
prolect threatened civilians until the regular URAMIR
contingents cen arrive. The French have asked saveral
african and other countries to participata along with the
French.

The mandate of the folce would be the same as that of the
expanted UNAMIR -- to help protect populations at risk,

Tha force would serve only as a "bridge” pending arzival of
expanded UNAMIR. Like UNAMIR, it would not attempt %o
interpose itself bestween the two warring parties,

There 18 an immediate naed to stop the killings in Rwanda.
This mugt be our first priority, For this reagon, we
support the French proposal, which offers the possibility
to bring very rapid protection Lo civilian populations.

we want the mission to have the sanction of the UN and Lo
be fully coordinstaed with UNAM1R. Our preference is to
have a Security Ceuncil resolution authorizing the migsion.

Wwa are aware of the RPF'S concerns Over French
intervention. Howaver, this is & multilateral affott and
the purpose 18 to protect civilians and save lives, not to
{ntervene in the fighting between government forces and the
RPF or t¢ support the government OC its forces.

The French are consulting with the RFF and other interested
parties. We have encouragaed these congultations and would
1ike to see the force win Lhe scceptance of all relevant
playeis.

We ate willing to providse logistics and equipment for the
ipnitiative, but U.8. troops would not be involved in the
operation,

In the meantime, we ara working with the UN to acceleratce
deployment of expandad UNAMIR, We have completed a lease
with the UN for 50 Armored parsonnel Carriexs [APC's] and
plan to start delivery next wsak.

We sre working on other equipment requests for UNANTR now
and are willing to provide logigtical suppart B8R well,

.....
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Your C42779. Our fax of 20 June (Wgtn and NY only).

Summary

US support for the French initiative is more nuanced than
their public statement or French reports suggest. While the
US finds it impossible to oppose the French offer to bring an
end to the killing in Rwanda, it has expressed concerns that
the operation be multilateral, under a UN umbrella, for a
defined time period, and that France make "every effort to
convince the RPF of its good intent". However the US shares
French view that there is no way to get UNAMIR in place
quickly enough to stop the killings, nor does it support a Ch
VII mandate for UNAMIR.

Action
2 For information.

Report

3 We met early today with State's Rwanda desk officer
(Aiston, Office of Central African Affairs). We set out some
of New Zealand's concerns. We stressed that deployment of a
national force with robust rules of engagement could (a la
Somalia) cause difficulties for the UN force which must take
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over. ‘rom it, and noted recent reports of targeting of
Francophone UNAMIR personnel. Aiston took careful note of
these points and undertoock te pass them on.

4 In setting out US views, Aiston noted that the US found
1t politically impossible not to support a credible initiative
to bring an immediate end to the killings in Rwanda. It would
be "a mistake for the international community to forgo this
offer to save lives". Secretary Christopher had thus
indicated to FM Juppe that the US would support the French
proposal.

5 In conveying its support, the US had also expressed
privately to France a range of concerns about their proposal,
which Aiston remarked were similar to New Zealand's:

(a) The French initiative should be under a "UN umbrella®
(i.e. a Chapter VII UNSC mandate);

(b) Participation in the intervention should be "as broad
as possible'";

(c) France should make "every effort" to persuade the RPF
of its good intent, i.e. that the French role would be

limited to the protection of civilians (largely Tutsi):

(d) There should be close cooperation between the
French-led c¢oalition and the UN. While the US sees
some advantages in a national-led command structure, it
wanted appropriate links and reporting to the UN
Secretariat and UNSC. The US wants the DR strengthened
on this point (and could be receptive to a specific
proposal on reporting requirements).

6 Aiston commented that the US had also discussed with
France the importance of strict neutrality of the French
forces in the discharge of their mandate. Implicit in the US
understanding of the French proposal was that it would '"not
necessarily" be a barrier to RPF forces and would not seek to
be a buffer or interposition force. (Comment: there may also
be room within US instructions to see a strengthening of the
DR on this point).

74 We asked about the US understanding of the RPF reaction
to the French proposal. Aiston conceded that it had been
negative. The problem is that the RPF does not believe French
declarations of good intent. However the RPF's US
representatives had hinted that if the operation was
UN-sponsored and truly multilateral they may reconsider their
position. (State did not necessarily interpret these
statements to have the backing of the RPF leadership in
Rwanda). Continuing RPF opposition does not affect US support
for the French plan - the US was well aware that they were
likely to have problems with it. The US view is that French
action is driven by domestic human rights outrage. Although
"political™ in that sense, it was "clear" that France was not

CONFIDENTHAL



CONIHDENTIAL

CO3039/WSH

Page 3

motiv ‘ed by other military or strategic objectives.

8 State's information on most recent international
reaction added little to your own. State's information on EU
views tallied with yours - the British are "lukewarm", Belgium
was supportive in principle but not in materiel, Germany had
some reservations but would not oppose; Italy would lend
active support "if others did". The US had no information on
the Danish or Dutch positions but was due to receive embassy
representatives later today. Among the Africans, only the
Senegalese had offered active support. (Aiston noted the
apparent anomaly that this could be made available immediately
to France but would take some weeks to deploy with UNAMIR).
Ghana had not yet, according to US information, confirmed its
support for the French initiative.

9 On the military situation, State confirmed reports that
the RPF was beginning to be stretched thin. However RPF was
continuing to drive towards any areas where there were
remaining Tutsi populations, especially Butari. State noted
that there were few Tutsi (left) in the North West, which was
a Hutu stronghecld, and the US assessed the RPF would not
attack in this region where it would face heavy resistance.

10 In response to probing on how the French announcement
had impacted on the situation, State noted that the RPF had
stepped up the level of fighting in an apparent attempt to
make maximum territorial gains before the French arrived.
Commenting on implications for the ceasefire talks, Aiston
said that State's first priority is to see the killing
stopped, but it also believed that the French action could,
with appropriate international assistance, be "leveraged" into
forcing a ceasefire agreement. The reverse did not hold: by
waiting for a ceasefire agreement, we would not see an early
end to the killings.

11 Aiston did not feel that there has been any "evolution”
in US policy bhetween its early opposition to an expanded
UNAMIR and its current support for the French proposal.
Rather the US had a "bad PR problem". It was and is "working
feverishly" to get UNAMIR deployed. Even when the US had
raised gquestions in New York about the end point and plan of
operations for the expanded UNAMIR, Aiston argued that this
"did not slow the deployment down", as the search for troop
contributions continued in parallel with the US/UN
discussions. State has been "pushing the bureaucracy" both in
Washington (i.e. DOD) and in New York (i.e. the UN).

12 The US does not share our view on the need for UNAMIR
to have no less robust a mandate than any French~led force.
France does not want a repeat of what happened to the Belgians
- it will not go in "with its hands tied". Chapter VII
mandate for France was appropriate as it was a different
mission from that assigned to UNAMIR, for which the proposed H
VI authority would be sufficient. There were advantages in
keeping the two operations distinct. (Aiston noted that
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UNA{IR One did not even have a mandate to protect
civilians).

13 Aiston went on to say that US assessed that if France
"was there for two months and had fought its way in, they are
likely to have done all the hard work"™ before UNAMIR-2 was
deployed. We disputed this: 1~2,000 French troops would
hardly subdue 20,000 RPF and some 40,000 (ragged) RGF forces.
Aiston said that US reporting indicated RGF forces were now
down to 20,000 due to desertions, and the French, with the
advantages of being "Western, well trained and eguipped and
natiecnally commanded", would be able to achieve their
objectives. (Comment: Aiston's reply did not address the
implications for UNAMIR of any such French action).

14 on the question of a US contribution, Aiston noted that
the 50 US APCs had been ready Tfor delivery to Entebbe last
weekend, but that the UN had requested a delay while it moved
10 APCs from Somalia to Rwanda. Rather than store the APCs in
theatre, the US had held off shipment until this week. The
firet shipment could go as early as 22 June. Main deployment
would begin on Friday 24 June and it would take until 29 June
to get all 50 APCs to Entebbe. Aiston made no mention of any
additional US assistance to the French operation. We will

check further.

End Message
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- French have amended draft resolution to secure
support/acquiescence of enough Council members to adopt
the resolution and will push it to a vote as a French
text tomorrow, 22 June

- France objects to our request for a report from the Force
Commander and for consultations with troop contributors

- Nigeria, China, Pakistan and Brazil continue to have
serious reservations and Missions are recommending
abstentions to their capitals

- Humanitarian NGOs are targeting us with calls and faxes
urging that we oppose the resolution

- Secretariat, UNAMIR Force Commander, non-Council members,
and OAU continue to have grave reservations about the
French initiative and privately commend the stand we have
taken

- The RPF remain implacably opposed to the initiative, have
withdrawn consent for UNAMIR's presence and insist that
UNAMIR withdraw to aveoid getting caught up in French-RPF

CONFIDENTHL
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fi%nting

- Secretariat report that French initiative is already
having negative impact on contributions for expanded

_UNAMIR (though Canadian Cabinet agreed today to

deployment of 300 person signals detachment to UNAMIR)

- We recommend that New Zealand withhold support from the
French resclution

Action

Voting instructions

Report

Informal consultations this afternoon were devoted to further
consideration of the French resolution. Merimee circulated a
revised text which incorporated a number of amendments
following various consultations the French had had with the
Us, Brazil, Spain, the Czech Rep, and the NAM Caucus.
Despite these changes, the only enthusiastic support cane
from the Russians who, as Moscow has commented, clearly see
value in the initiative for their own purposes.

2 Spain and the UK played their part as loyal Europeans and
helped the French out with drafting suggestions, and the US
indicated support, subject to establishing clearly in the
text that financial responsibility for the venture lies with
the participating states and any others that choose to help
them. The Argentines, who had told us beforehand they were
uncomfortable with their overnight instructions to support
the text, secured, at our suggestion, clarifying words at the
end of what is now PPF that the French force shall not be an
interpositional force between the parties.

3 We spoke early in the discussion to repeat our basic
reservations with the proposal which would require UNAMIR to
operate alongside a separately constituted and differently
empowered force, and urged the French to reconsider the
option of putting their troops under blue helmets and giving
UNAMIR Chapter VII authority. We also said that before the
Council took a decision it should have a detailed report from
the Force Commander on the likely implications for UNAMIR of
the introduction of the French force and that there should be
consultations with actual and potential troop contributors to
UNAMIR.

4 In response, Merimee said that while France would have
preferred to have been able to participate in a UN-commanded
operation, circumstances made that impossible: the RPF's
attitude towards France meant that French participation in
UNAMIR would have compromised the neutrality of the UN
Force. Moreover, the French force had a different and
dangerous task to fulfill and needed the protection offered
by a unified national command. He dismissed the request for
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a rep&ﬁ_ from Dallaire by noting that the SecGen would not
have supported the idea if he had been concerned for the
safety of his personnel.

5 The Chinese said they remained concerned about the
attitude of the parties and that of the OAU. When Merimee
offered satisfaction on neither, Brazil repeated the request,
but to no greater effect. (Despite their lobbying efforts,
the French have made little headway with the RPF or the OAU -
see below). Nigeria (Ayewah) made a convoluted intervention,
the upshot of which seemed to be that the latest French
draft, while an improvement, exacerbated their concerns, and
that the resolution could have a negative impact on those
countries that had already signalled their willingness to
contribute to UNAMIR. They urged the French to make haste
slowly.

6 No other Council member spoke in the general discussion.
A member of the Pakistani delegation made a point of telling
us privately that he fully agreed with everything we said and
was very concerned at the implications of the resolution for
Russian intervention in Georgia, Tajikistan and even
Afghanistan. Although the French had had some success in
persuading Marker to maintain silence, on the basis that any
Pakistani profile could complicate the task of the Khan (the
former head of the Pakistani Foreign Ministry and
newly-appointed Special Representative for Rwanda), the
delegation were going to recommend an abstention. He also
noted that they had had strong representations from the
Malaysians and the Sri Lankans urging opposition to the
proposal.

7 At French urging, the President took the Council through
a paragraph by paragraph review of the text. Merimee said he
would be happy to consider all proposals but, turning to us,
said he could not accommodate suggestions that were counter
to the thrust of the French initiative. We agreed to this
procedure on the understanding that the text would remain a
French draft and that there could be no question of the text
being turned into a Presidential text or of any delegation
being committed to the outcome. A number of further changes
were made to the text, though none were of much
significance. The French said that will put the text under
their name in blue tonight (see accompanying fax) for a vote
tomorrow. Merimee pressed very hard for adoption in the
morning, but was resisted by the Nigerians and the Pakistanis
who said their instructions may not arrive until later in the
day.

8 There is manifest concern among the NGO community at the
French initiative. We received phone calls this morning from
Britain from Oxfam UK and from Africa Rights urging us to
maintain our opposition to the proposal and telling us that
their concerns are widely held among NGOs operating in
Rwanda, including, they said, Medecines sans frontieres
(France) . This afternoon, we were the subject of a fax
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attack" .rom humanitarian NGOs and Rwandans living in America
pleading with us to oppose the proposal. They are deeply
concerned at the implications that the French force, coupled
with RPF opposition to it, will have on the humanitarian
relief situation and on the morale of Rwandans in general.
Africa Rights, which has just had one of their principles
return from a lengthy visit to the country insisted that the
introduction of a French force would be of major concern to
crdinary Hutu as well as to the Tutsi.

9 It has also been plain from various conversations we have
had today with the Secretariat and with non-Council mnembers
that the widely-held apprehensions about the motivation for
the French initiative and its implications for UNAMIR and the
wider UN continue. None of the Secretariat we spoke to on
the political and military sides bothered to hide their
profound disagreement with their CEO's judgment.

10 Speculation as to the bona fides of the French initiative
is rife. One interesting piece of information we learned
from the Secretariat this afternoon is that the RPF claims
that French military advisers have remained in the country
and have been training some of the Hutu militias are
correct. Some are out in the countryside but some are in
Kigali. It was interesting therefore that the French told us
that one reason for the urgency was that they consider that
Kigali could fall to the RPF at any time.

ASG Riza, whe
views of the Force Commander noted that
Dallaire was bound by the SecGen's decision and had been
instructed to implement the necessary coordination with the
French force. However, he went on to note that Dallaire had
advised that there would be no problems with the French force
if the RPF were to change their position to support the
French initiative. But if they remained opposed, there could
be very serious complications for UNAMIR, whose headquarters
are located in an RPF-held sector of Kigali and which is
dependent on resupply either through the RPF-held airport or
through the RPF-held territory to the North-east.

11 Riza noted that there had already been some signs of a
hardening of RPF attitudes; the APCs coming from Somalia had
been held up for three days on the border. As 1if to
underscore his own reservations, when the French declined to
answer China on the OAU position Riza took the initiative to
show us and the Nigerians the OAU communique where it is
stated clearly that the OAUzheldww £ Ehiviciag B ;
wirthinmehesfranegorik

12 The RPF opposition to the French force remains obdurate.
Today, they have taken the next step and have advised that if
the Council approves the French force it should also

Rl
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authori.e the withdrawal, perhaps temporarily, of UNAMIR
since they are concerned that their personnel will not be
able to distinguish clearly between UNAMIR and French
personnel. Text of RPF letter is in accompanying fax. Even
allowing for the element of bluff, the threat to UNAMIR is
unmistakeable. The Secretariat have told us that they are
already evacuating out the Senegalese and Congolese members
of UNAMIR and at this afternoon's consultations Riza

confirmed that Duidairenisudrawingsupzcontingencyplanesstor:
wEoks thdraval. of-the.forcgesgMeanwhile, flig

Lata ,
Kigali are subject to individual approval by the RPF who have
taken steps to render the airport unusable to any attempt by
the French to land there.

13 Non-Council menbers such as the Canadians, the
Australians, the Ghanaians and the Zimbabweans have told us
of their reservations about the French proposal. The
Australians consider that that proposal could well delay a
decision by Canberra on Australian participation in UNAMIR.
The Nigerians told us that a number of the Africans who had
committed themselves to participate in the expanded force are
now reconsidering. Even the Ghanaians, the remainder of
whose mechanised battalion were to be deployed on Friday, 24
June, is now reconsidering. This confirms the Secretariat's
worst fears about the SecGen's decision to endorse the French
initiative. (Cn the positive side, however, the Canadians
tell us that their Cabinet gave formal approval this morning
to a 300 strong signals detachment to join UNAMIR. A
reconnaisance team is already on the way to Rwanda.)

Voting positions

14 A vote on the resolution tomeorrow i

t;%§

o

LhinapmPakistan i
that  the & -
Recommendation

15 We recommend thatgENewrZealand not ORI EIEd
gresodutionid The evidence continues to mount that this is a
badly conceived operation with questionable motivation. The
NGO community is opposed and recognises that it is unlikely
to save lives. It is inconsistent with the principles we

have consistently espoused regarding the deployment of UN
forces. Even if is able to do some immediate good, it
threatens to leave the UN with a bigger mess to clean up
afterwards.

16 Accor

dingly, we recommen
rshouldwabstain At

d that%3a
ain-and=that-yw :

hould=be-pre

giiaveibece
B el ' @iEiense ot CouneTon PRVANA® T
would do us little credit with other Council members, the
wider UN menmbership or with NGOs were we to compromise our
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FROM: CANBERRA C02992/CBA 21-Jun-199%94
TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Priority
CcC: NEW YORK PARIS Priority
WASHINGTON OTTAWA Priority
BRUSSELS BETJING Priority
MOSCOW HARARE Priority
MADRID ILONDON Priority
DEFENCE SANTIAGO Priority
TOKYO Priority
MFAT (UNC,MEA, LGL, ISAC, HRU, EUR, DP3,DSP1, EAB) Wiilberg
Forsyth
P/S MFA Ward
DEFENCE HONZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI} Ridsr
DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES) —%y RHughas 17 |
eomyd e
Subject Wiy s
U04716: SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA: AUSTRALIA Fodws
Mo e
Ruik
Tyre
Balion
Summary " Watson

‘French have informed Australia of their propesal, but have
not sought their support for it. DFAT is unconvinced by
French claims of support for the operation. Proposal may
complicate a decision on an Australian contribution to UNAMIR.

Action

2 For information.

Report

3 DFAT (Armitage, UN Political Section) advises that French
called on them yesterday to discuss propesal to mount a
French-led operation in Rwanda. Embassy did so at a junior
(First Secretary) level, and on a courtesy basis only. They
did not request any support, political or material, for the
initiative. Embassy's presentation matched that given by
French in other capitals and in New York, particularly in
terns of the very upbeat assessment they offered of the
"widespread" support the proposal enjoyed. DFAT tested them
on this, and on possible reaction of RPF to French
involvement. They were unconvinced by French responses, and
share the concerns you have already identified about the

proposal.
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4 We asked Armitage about the implications of French
involvement for Australia's possible contribution of a
medical team. Armitage told us that if Australia went ahead
with a contribution (and this is not yet certain - see
below), it would probably be deployed in August. From what
they understood of French proposal, it would withdraw from
Rwanda about that time. So timing was not a problem. The
difficulty was in the fact that Australia had no sense of
what the conditions on the ground, and the status of UNAMIR,
would be by the time of the French withdrawl. This would
complicate a decision on an Australian contribution which was
to have been taken by the Australian Cabinet next week.

5 Armitage noted that Australia had been irritated by a
reference in the UNSG's letter of 19 June to the Council to
the effect that Australia has already "indicated an interest"
in supplying a medical teamn. They had not advised the
Secretariat along these lines, because it was not yet certain
that they would do so. Cabinet's deliberation on a
contribution could not be predicted. (Australian Mission had
expressed concern about reference in letter with Secretariat
which claimed that this information had been included on the
basis of "media reports").

6 Comment: French initiative, at least in Australia's case,
may have opposite effect to that desired. It has created a
climate of uncertainty in Canberra about the shape and status
of UNAMIR after the French withdrawl. If this scares off
potential contributors it will obviously undermine rather
than reinforce UNAMIR's long-term chances of success.

End Message
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FROM: WELLINGTON C24779/WN1 21-Jun—-1994

TCO: NEW YOREK Immediate

CC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
PARIS SANTIAGO Routine
TORYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE WGTN UNSC Routine

MFAT (MEA,LGL,UNC,HRU,ISAC,EUR,DPB,DSPB,EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDT)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subject

U52265: SECURITY COUNCIL : RWANDA

Summary

- French re-emphasise in Wellington urgency and
humanitarian focus of proposed intervention, and seek
New Zealand support for consensus adoption of resolution
tomorrow.

- We share French humanitarian objectives but repeat our
concerns about the potentially negative impact on UNAMIR.

- That Boutros~Ghali has thrown his weight behind French
initiative is undeniably significant and can be expected
to affect public perceptions.

- Instruction for you to seek further clarifications but to
go along with (amended) resolution if consensus
unexpectedly emerges.

2 French Ambassador made a further demarche on
instruction this afternoon to emphasise the importance France
attached to urgent action in Rwanda, and to express the hope
that NZ and France could reach a common position in the
Council tomorrow.

3 He noted that the French position had been fully
explained to Beeby. A divergence between French and New
Zealand views had been evident in Keating's remarks in the
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Council yesterday. He stressed that France was under pressure
to respond quickly because of the magnitude of the killings.

Waiting for reinforcement of UNAMIR - even with the best of
wills this would be at least two months away - would take too
long. The French purpose was strictly humanitarian. France
had no desire to become involved in the internal affairs of
Rwanda nor to interpose itself between the two sides. The
draft resolution made that very clear. It would withdraw as
quickly as possible once the expanded UNAMIR was deployed. He
hoped that NZ would be able to support consensus on the
resolution tomorrow.

4 In response we enmphasised that NZ shared France's
concerns about the urgent need to protect people at risk in
Rwanda and to end the killings. We understood the French

desire to do something quickly. We had ourselves been pushing
for a more robust and rapid UN response than it had been
possible to obtain from the Council. Our primary concern was
to ensure that the UN efforts and process that were already
underway were not undermined.

5 The concerns we had expressed and the clarifications we
sought related primarily to the impact of the proposed
intervention on UNAMIR and its ability to continue to
operate. We were concerned that with one of the parties
openly hostile to the French proposed action, and perceiving
it as partisan and provocative, there was a real risk that it
would not serve as a bridge to an expanded UNAMIR but would
jeopardise the UNAMIR operation. There had already been
reports of immediate negative effects on the ground. Apart
from the threat of the RPF withdrawing cooperation from
UNAMIR, there was the real risk of troop contributors being
diverted, and of an expanded UNAMIR deployment being confused
and further delayed. We continued to favour French
cooperation with and support of UNAMIR. de Bellescize said
France had expressed willingness to support and equip forces
in the framework of UNAMIR.

6 Ambassador inquired if our attitude would change if the
RPF could be brought on side. The main purpose of the
intervention was after all to save Tutsi lives. (He noted it
had been possible to find some common ground with the RPF for
a French truck convoy to be sent to Kigali.) We replied that
would certainly ease our concerns.

7 He had no details of potential troop contributors to
the French intervention apart from Senegal. He described the
21 June WEU meeting as crucial.

Instructions

8 In view of worrying information that France's proposal
is already causing difficulties for UNAMIR, leading to
Secretariat decision to withdraw Francophone personnel, we
think it would be useful for Council to seek assessment of
UNAMIR force commander of impact, both in terms of safety of
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persoﬁhel and ability of UNAMIR to perform its tasks including
efforts to promote ceasefire.

9 We also think Council should be urged to consult
present and potential troop contributing countries to UNAMIR,
before taking a step that could have significant implications
for that operation.

10 We told de Bellescize that New Zealand expected further
discussion in Council to clarify matters. We do not wish to
see Council pushed precipitately. However, 1if France tables a
text in blue, you should ask for delay while seeking
instructions.

11 In the event that things steamroll ahead in the
Council, and France pushes for a vote tomorrow, you have
authority to seek the sorts of amendments outlined in your
para 21. You might also try to ensure that arrangements for
coordination and liaison between any new force and UNAMIR are
better defined.

12 It seems unlikely that a consensus on the French
proposal will suddenly emerge. If it did so, however, vwe
would not want New Zealand to stand aside, particularly as
Boutros-Ghali has thrown his weight behind the French. We
would then look at expressing our reservations in an EOV.

13 The Minister has seen this message.

End Message
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FROM: WELLINGTON C24774/WN1 21-Jun-1994

T0: NEW YORK WGTN UNSC Immediate

34 3 BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
PARTS SANTIAGO Routine
TORKYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (LGL,UNC,MEA,HRU, ISAC, EUR, DP3,DSP3, EAB)

BP/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subject

U52262: SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA: GENOCIDE FOLLOW-UP

Your C04644.
Summary

= The Minister agrees that you may co-sponsor the Spanish
draft resolution, but co-sponsorship should be
conditional on Spain agreeing to hold back until the dust
enveloping the French intervention initiative has
settled.

- Our comments on the revised text of the resolution are
set out below.

Co-Sponsorship

2 Acknowledging the logic in para 3 of your (04644, and
given the parallels between Res 780 and the Spanish draft,
the Minister has agreed in principle to New Zealand
co-sponsorship of the draft resolution establishing a
Commission of Experts for Rwanda.

3 It has been agreed that New Zealand co-sponsorship of
this resolution would reflect and reinforce our condemnation
of the atrocities
which are being committed in Rwanda. Co-sponsorship of the
Spanish resolution would also be an appropriate follow-on from
our support for the resoclution on Rwanda adopted at the
Special Session of the Commission on Human Rights in Geneva in

GONEBENT A
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r
May, which called for (inter alia) further investigation of
human rights abuses occurring in Rwanda.

4 That said, we agree that it will be critical for the
successtul adoption of the Spanish resolution that it not be
derailed by the French intervention initiative in the
interim. New Zealand support for the Spanish proposal should
therefore be conditional upon Spain agreeing to hold back
briefly to allow the situation to settle down.

Draft Resolution

5 We note that some aspects of the drafting in the
preambular paragraphs have already hkheen tightened up (eg
"enable the determination of responsibility" has replaced
"definite culpability" in PP 4), but leave it to your
discretion to suggest any minor drafting changes as you see
fit (your para 6 refers).

6 New PP 7 1is particularly interesting: we have been
unable as yet to locate a precedent for such explicit linkage
between the application of international humanitarian law and
the fulfilment of the Council's primary responsibility under
the Charter teo maintain international peace and security. We
are not saying that we have any objection to the proposition,
but we should be interested to know whether it is novel and
the background to this paragraph.

7 Our comments on the deletion of "grave" (our U51656 of
13 June refers) from 0OPs 2 and 3 are still valid.

8 We note that "breaches of the Convention on Genocide™
in OP 2 of the earlier Spanish text has been deleted and
replaced with '"possible acts of genocide". We assume this
substitution was a political decision, to ensure as much
support as possible for the draft resolution. While a
stronger reference in OP 2 may have been preferable, we are
pleased that the reference in ©OP3 to the Convention on
Genocide has been retained.

9 We have no difficulty with new OPs 5-7:

OP5 - we agree that the Special Rapporteur deserves a special
reference, and it is only sensible that his efforts should be
coordinated with those of the Commission of Experts.

OP6 = "all concerned" in OP 6 is all-encompassing, but
sufficiently general so as not to cause particular affront.

OP7 - new OP 7 goes some of the way to allay British concerns,
which we share, about sources of funding for the Commission.
As you note, as a co-sponsor we may feel ourselves under a
greater obligation to contribute.
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TO: Wellington Wgtn UNSC Priority
og: EC Posts New York Priority
Beijing Defence Routine
Geneva Harare Routine
Moscow Ottawa Routine
Santiago Washington Routine
MFAT (UNC,MEA, EUR, ISAC, LGL,HRU, EAB, DSP1)
(DSP2)
P/S MFA
DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI)
DEFENCE MOD ACTEGN
Subject

SECURITY COUNCIIL.: RWANDA: SPAIN

Your U5z2172.

Willberg

Summary Forsyth
VWard

2 Spain is likely to announce later today or tomorrow that [ Fiser

it will provide some logistic support for the proposed French | Hughss

- - - . 1

intervention in Rwanda. Kember
Meyiroger

Action Fosior
MeCourmick

3 For information only. Rush
Tyne

Report Dalton
Walson

< In response to para 14 of your reftel we have spoken to
the Spanish Foreign Ministry (De cCarvajal, DG for Security
and Disarmament) about the possibility of Spanish
participation in the proposed French intervention in Rwanda.
We have also cross-checked the information we received with
the British Embassy here.

5 De Carvajal told us that will be politically difficult
for Spain not to make a gesture of support for the proposed
French intervention force in Rwanda, provided of course that
the Security Council approves the sending of the force.
France is clearly determined to press ahead and expects its
closest friends to back it. There are, of course, important
questions to be decided, such as how to dovetail the force
with UNOMIR. The precise nature of the Spanish gesture of

support is still being worked out.

CONFIBENTIAL




Page 2

C00278/MAD

6 | _oss-checking on this with the British Embassy, we were
told that the Embassy considers it likely that Spain will
offer logistic support for the French intervention. This
could be in the form of a C130 aircraft, or military
equipment, or even perhaps a small engineer unit, but not
front-line troops. The Spanish offer is likely to be made at
today's WEU meeting in Brussels, and would become public in
the next day or so. "The Spanish will not want to be left on
the sidelines if this goes ahead". It follows that Spain
will not obstruct the French efforts to obtain Security
Council endorsement of the intervention. The Embassy
commented that the Spanish position was in effect similar to

the British position.

Comment

7 The Spanish media have of course paid great attention to
Rwanda since the present crisis began, and have reported in
detail on the atrocities and the rescue of Spanish citizens
(mainly missionaries) from that country. The Government
would have strong public support for a decision to assist the
French intervention force, and could also expect diplomatic
advantages, e.g. over the Spanish candidacy for SG of the
WEU, from supporting the French at a time when they expect it.

End Message
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Your US52265 and New York's C04649,

Summary

our FCO contact thinks it a good idea to get the UNAMIR Force 7y

Tyae 7 il
Dahe~ "~ 7
Wa e |

commander to brief the Council and for the Council to hol

consultations with troop contributors. He asks whether we
had thought of suggesting that humanitarian agencies be asked
to brief the Council on the impact on their work of the
French initiative. British do not, however, think the French

are stoppable.

Implications of the French initiative for Russian role in the
"Near Abroad" are disturbing. Russians have produced draft
resolution on Georgia which is "awful" - no time limit for
CIS presence, no clarity about its relationship with UNOMIG.
British expect Sec-Gen to issue a report on Georgia about 27
June after consultations between the Russians and the
Secretariat. As UNOMIG mandate expires on 30 June, a
rollover resolution will be necessary.

Action required
For information only.

Report
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Whe! we spoke today to Clarke, Assistant Head, UN Dept, FCO,
he clearly regretted that, for the sake of the bilateral
relationship, UK is supporting the French initiative. He
commented that while UK cannot echo our reservations in the
Council, they would be happy if our doing so held back the
French. We said we would be proposing that the UNAMIR Force
Commander brief the Council, and consultations be held with

present and potential troop contributors. Clarke thought
this useful, and asked whether we had thought of suggesting a
briefing from humanitarian agencies - the effect on their

work was likely to be quite profound. Nevertheless, he did
not think the French were stoppable, given the political
capital they had invested to date.

2 Clarke agreed that the French initiative had disturbing
implications for Russia's role in the "near abroad" (Moscow's
C02842). In this context, he said that instructions had
yesterday been sent to UKMIS in New York on a Russian draft
resolution on the CIS force and the expansion of UNOMIG.
Clarke described the Russian resolution as "awful®. Inter
alia, there is not time 1limit for the presence of the CIS
force, and no clarity about its relationship with UNOMIG.
There were still difficulties about guarantees for UNOMIG's
freedom of movement.

3 We touched base later on with Eastern Dept (Fisher). She
said that since the Russian Federation Council's refusal a
couple of weeks ago to deploy peacekeeping troops to Georgia,
Russian troops already on the ground had undertaken some mine
clearing and started to deploy along the Inguri River. The
Russian Federation Council today approved deployment of
peacekeeping troops for up to six months, They should be
able to be deployed (mainly in the Gali region) relatively
guickly.

4 On the Russian draft resolution, Fisher said that as
might be expected, its focus was very much on welcoming the
CIS forces and highlighting that if they were not deployed,
instability would spread etc. It also proposed the expansion
of UNOMIG to 150 and the establishment of a wvoluntary fund
for contributions to the CIS operation. Fisher said
instructions to UKMIS had been that the resolution would need
to be toned down, but that UK would not in any case be in a
position to take a decision until discussions between Russia
and the UN Secretariat on interoperability and transparency
between €IS and UNOMIG had been completed and the
Secretary-General had issued his report. In response to our
question, Fisher said that she had not had a recent report on
the talks, but she understood the S-G's report would be
issued about 27 June. She noted that UNOMIG's mandate was
due to expire on 30 June, and that it would need to be rolled
over by a technical resolution for a couple of weeks while
the $-G's report was considered. We asked Fisher about the
UK position on expansion of UNOMIG (bearing in mind the
Foreign Secretary's difficulties). She said the UK was
willing to consider expansion, but wanted to see first what

eoan o AL
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the! indate would be for the €IS force and clarification of
UNOMIG's role.

End Message
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FROM: Moscow Cc02846/MOS 21-Jun-1994

TO: Wellington Priority

CC: New York Priority
Beijing Bonn Routine
Brussels Canberra Routine
Defence Geneva Routine
Harare London Routine
Madrid Ottawa Routine
Paris Santiago Routine
Tokyo Washington Routine
Wgtn UNSC Routine

MFAT (MEA,EUR,UNC, ISAC, LGL, EAB, DSP3)

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Russia supports in principle, the French proposal and the
flexibility (with respect to PKOs) which the proposal
requires of the UN. The attitude of the RPF is a concern;
Russia would like to be reassured that an acceptance in one

form or another of the French plan is forthcoming from both

\Willberg

sides in the conflict.

Fareyth o

Action

Ward
Eigter

For your information.

M{‘; S e

Kepw

Hughez it

Summary

Fosod

Mo . - Tok |

Your C24728 and also our C02842 refer.

2 We called on MFA today (Vladimir Sergueyev, Director)

Rust
Tyns

Dalic~

- —a

= S ——————

Political Division, International Organisations Directorate)

Wat: -

and ran passed him your questions. In responding, he made it

f

clear that Russia accepted the need argued by the French
here, for something to be done to address the crisis in
Rwanda. Steps taken so far had not stopped the killing and
the French proposal was a decisive move which offered some
hope. Sergueyev offered the view that the course being
proposed did not fit neatly into the UN's rules for PKOs -~
but neither, in his view, did the original American
involvement in Scmalia. Both situations required some form

of departure from the rules which he claimed were,
nevertheless, important.
3 Sergueyev said that his ministry was concerned at the

apparent attitude of the RPF and accepted that the French
proposal carried certain risks. An indication of, if

CONFIDENTIAL
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nece: .ry passive, support from the RPF was desirable and
should be sought. Sergueyev thought that where the French
were to be deployed would help 1limit the risk of engagement
with the RPF and, from his comments, he appeared to hold some
store by the French promise of a short-term deployment
pending further UN invelvement.

4 In discussing our concerns, Sergueyev accepted that there
were domestic considerations which had influenced the French
decision but these in themselves did not alter the Russian
view.

5 Without prompting, we were reminded that the Russian
government was generally seeking a more "flexible" approach
by the UN to PKOs, an approach which would allow the
organisation to "respond to the reality of a situation" such
as that in Rwanda and not be hamstrung by the letter of its
rules. Sergueyev said that they hoped others would adopt a
similar approach which the Russians had promoted in the cases
of the CIS conflicts.

Comment

6 It came through pretty clearly in what was otherwise a
standard but useful briefing, that the Russians are not
unpleased with the French move, or that it appears to be
gaining support. As we have reported before, the Russians
have felt let down by the Security Council's failure to
respond more sympathetically to the situations it faces on
its borders - notably in Georgia - and Russia's attempts to
deal with them in what they regard as an internationally
acceptable manner.

End Mesgsage
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MFAT (MEA,UNC, EUR,DSP3)
DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI)
DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)
\
Subject /yﬁj
SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA A

As you may know from media reports, the WEU Permanent Council
yesterday met to discuss Rwanda. Text of the decision made
is below:

BEGINS
"Press Guidelines"
Brussels, 21 June 1994

The WEU Permanent Council met today to discuss further
the situation in Rwanda.

A number of member States confirmed their readiness to
contribute to the initiative to alleviate the terrible
sufferings in Rwanda, subject to a new decision from the
United Nations Security Council, taking inte account the
time needed to gather the necessary resources for the
effective deployment of expanded UNAMIR.

In this context, the Council has decided to give WEU's
support to the efforts of its member States by ensuring
the coordination of their contributions.

To this end, the Council confirmed the mandate given at
its last meeting to the Planning Cell and instructed it
to act as a contact and coordination point between
contributing states and the headquarters commanding the
operation.

The Council welcomes the readiness of certain African
States to contribute to the international humanitarian
efforts in Rwanda which it considers essential.

UNCLASSIFIED
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The Council will continue to monitor the situation in
Rwanda, notably in the light of decisions of the United
Nations Security Council.™

ENDS

2 We have been unable today to gain any detailed insight
from contacts into the discussions, though we understand that
no WEU member had disagreed with the decision as issued
above, although Germany and Luxembourg did not participate in

the exchange of views. Belgium has yet to make any firm
decisions on what legislative support it may provide to the
French force. Our Belgian MFA contact emphasised, however,

the point in the WEU announcement that contributions to
assist the French effort were "subject to a new decision from
the UN Security Council."

End Message

UNCLASSIFIED
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NEW ZEALAND MISSION TO THE UNITED NATIONS, NEW YORK

Telephone: (212) 826-1960 Fax: (212) 7s58-0827

Date: 22 June 1594

O WELLINGTON No. ; )828 PRECEDENCE: IMMEDIATE
WETN UNsC | No. PRECEDENCE: IMMEDIATE
DEFENCE No. A IPU . PRECEDENCE: ROUTINE
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SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Please find attached copies of French resolution as adopted and EOV as
delivered.
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France: draft resalution
he Security counci ;

Reaffirming all itg pravious resolutions en the situation in Rwanda, in
Particular jts rasolucions 912 (1994} of 21 April 1994, 938 (1994) of
17 May 1994 ana 925 {19%4) of & June 1994, whieh get out the mandate and farca
level of the United Nations Asmistance Mimgsion for Rwanda (UHAMIR),

settlement under the Arusha Peace Agreement and encouraging the Secretary-
General and his Special Representative for Rwanda to continue and redouble their
efforts at the national, regional and international levalg to promote thega
objactiveu,

Stregaing the importance of the ceoperation of a1l Parties for tha
fulfilment of the objectives of the United Nationg in Rwanda,

Having congidered the lattar of the Secretary-Genera) of 19 June 1994

($/19%4/728),

Taki LNto agcount the tina neaded to gathar the Neécaseary ressurces for
the effective deployment of UNAMIR, as @xpanded in resclutiong 918 (1994) and
925 (1994),

Hoting the offar by Hember Statea to coaperate with the Secretary-General
towards the fulfilment of the objectivee of the United Natieng in Rwanda
($/1994/734), and Btraesing the strictly humanitarian ¢haracter of thig
Cperation which ghall be conducted in an impartial and neutral fashion, and
ahall not conatitute an inter-pasition forea batween the parties,

Helcoming the cooperation between the United Nations, the Organization of
African Unity (OAU) and haighbouring States to bring pesce to Rwanda,

Jeeply concarned by the continuatien of systematic and widespread killings

of the ¢ivilian Population im Rwanda,

Recognizing thae the current situation in Rwanda congtitutes a Unique case
which demands an UIrgent responge by the internatfonal community,

210603 T
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Seterminifng that the magnitude of the humanitarian erisis in Rwanda
constitutes a threat to peace and gecurity ia che reagion,

¥4 Welcomes the Secretary-General’s letcer dated 19 June 1994
{5/1994/728) and agrees that a multinaticnal cperation may be get up for
numanitarian purposes in Rwanda until UNAMIR :a brought up to the necessary
strength;

2. Helcomes also the offer by Member Stares (5/1994/734) to cooparate
Wwith the Secratary~General in order to achiave the objectives of tha United
Nations in Rwanda through the establighmant ¢f a temporary operation under
national command and control aimed at contributing, in an impartial way, to tha
security and protaction of digplaced persons, refugees and civilians at risk in
Rwanda, on the understanding that the coats of implementing the offar will be
borne by the Member States concernad;

3. Acting under Chapter VII of the Chartar of tha United Nations,
2uthorizes the Member States cooperating with the Sacretary~Ganeral to conduct
the operation referred to in paragraph 2 zbove using all necegeary means to
dchieve the humanitarian objectives set out in gubparagraphs 4 (a) and {b) of
regolution %25 (1%%4);

4. RDecides that the mission of Mgmber States Cooparating with the
Secretary-Ganeral will be limited to a pericd of two months following the
adoption of the present rasolution, unless the Secretary—General detarmines at
an earlier date that the expanded UNAMIR is able te Carry out its mandate:

Commends the offers already made by Member Statas of troopa for tha

6. Ca upon all Member States to respond urgently to the
Secratary-Ganeral's request for resources, including logistical support, in
ordar to enable expanded UNAMIR to fulfil itg mandate effectively as soon aa
pessible and pequestg the Secretary-General to identify and coerdinate the
dupply of the essantial equipment required by troope committed to the expandad
UNAMIR;

7. He 2§, in this reepact, the offers already made by Member States of
equipment for troop contributors to UNAKIR and calle on other Membars to offer
Such support, including the posaibility of comprehensivae provision of equipment
te spacific troop conkributors, to speed UNAMIR's expanded force deployment;

8. Requegtg Member States cooperating with thae Secrestary-Genaral to
coordirate clossly with UNAMIR and alse fequestd the Secretary-General to gset up
APPIopriate mechanismg to thie end;

9. Pemandg that all partiee to tha conflict and others concerned
immediately bring to an end all killings of ¢ivilian populations in areas undes
their control and allow Masmber States cooperating with the Secretary-General te
implement fully the mission set forth in paragraph 3 above: .
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9. Regueatg the Stares ¢3ncerned and the Se:reta:y-Ceneral. ag
T ;
FfOpriate, ra Teport to the Council ¢cn a Fegular bas.s, wpe firat asyen
e made ne later than fifreen daye after ehe adepe

o

repors
Ch Of thya Tesclusion, cn

@ implementatien of this eperstion ang the progregs nade towardsg the
“Sifilment of rhe objactives referred to jp Paragraphs 2 ang 3 above;

w IT o
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+

ii. 2lse feguests she Secratary-ceneral tO repcrt on the Progress made
tswards completing tne deployment o¢ the expanded UNAMIR wiehipn the framework &f
the report due N0 later than § August 1394 under Paragrapn 17 of resolutiop
$258 {19%4), ag well ap ap Progress towards the Fesumption o¢ the procasg of
Pelitinsa) settlement under the Arugha Peace Agreement;

 —— -
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EXPLANATION OF VOTE : RWANDA

Mr President

New Zealand has abstained on this resolution. I need fo
explain why. But first let me say we admire and greatly
respect the humanitarian metivation that France has shown
in putting this resolution before the Council. There is no
difference between us on the objectives or notives. only

the means.

New Zealand’s credentials on the need for an urgent and
forceful intervention in Rwanda to protect civilians from
systematic slaughter are second to none. It is very well
known that almost two months ago New Zealand circeulated a
draft resolution calling for an expanded United Nations
operation under Chapter VII. I therefore repeat we share
one hundred percent the humanitarian intentions which
underlie the French initiative. But good intentions are

not enough in this sort of situation.

We are not convinced that this operation will be able to
protect civilians from massacres. We think that there is,
to the contrary, a very grave risk that the operation will
pecome bogged down and worse still that it will undermine
the United Nations attempt to pPut in the field the kind of

cperation that will work.
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Mr President, this concern is based not only on our own
Jjudgment of the situation, but also on the representationsg
we have received from private humanitarian organisations
and NGOs with practical experience of the situation in
Rwanda. They too are very concerned that this operation
will not achieve the noble humanitarian objective on which

it is based and in fact make the situation worse,

Mr President, Somalia has shown us that even where we have
the best of humanitarian intentions, if we do not employ
the right means tragedy can be the result. We have alreaqy
Seen the evidence. Trying to run two separate operations
in parallel with different command arrangements does not
work and, in the long run, those who we set out te sav§/§2;

those who suffer. The Security Council must learn from

history.

Mr President, we also have another reservation about this
initiative, There is already clear evidence that this
initiative is 22¢eady having negative impacts on UNAMIR.
Countries who were offering to Support UNAMIR are

hesitating. fThe security risks have dramatically increasedq.
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Mr President, we have strongly urged that France redirect
the energy, enthusiasm and resources which it is employing
in this initiative to suppoert the cne operation which we

, ol AL
believe would be effectively able to curtail the g-a-s—satiﬂ-es
- that is UNAMIR. If that energy, enthusiasm and money
were put at the disposal of the United Nations we have no
doubt that the delays which UNAMIR is currently facing

would disappear overnight.
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FROM: PARIS C01940/PAR 22=-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Tmmediate
NEW YORK Immediate

CcC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
SANTIAGO TOKYO Routine
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(DSP1,CEC,EARB)

P/5 MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF {DSTA, OPS, DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA ;72%

Summary

- Beeby was called into the Quai this morming by the
newly-appointed Head of UN (Colin de Verdiére) .

- France requested New Zealand support £for Ffxench DR on
Rwanda. Beeby was told that France did noit understand
why New Zealand would wish to delay its adoption in the
Council by propeosing consultation procedures which were
not part of the Council's usual procedure. France wanted
the DR adopted today. Any further delay could have
serious adverse effects on UNAMIR.

- Beeby informed de Verdiére that New Zealand Hinisters had
not yet taken a decision but were leaning towards
abstention.

- He was told that France would not wunderstand how a
country like New Zealand could refuse to give its
support. "We are counting on our friends™.

- RPF statements should not be taken at face value.

- France seems unsure whether China, Nigeria, Pakistan and
Brazil might abstain.

Action
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For information.
Report

2 Beeby was called to the Quai by De Verdiére (the newly
appointed Head of UN Section and replacement for ILafon) at
short notice this morning to discuss the French DR on Rwanda.

3 Beeby informed de Verdiére that he had just spoken to
Wellington and been advised that Ministers were considering
New Zealand's position on the DR and, while no decision had
yet been taken, they were leaning towards an abstention.

4 De Verdiére said that France did not understand New
Zealand's position (as expressed by the NZIPR in New York
yesterday) and why we would wish to delay the deployment of
the intervention force. France did not accept that another
report by the UNAMIR Commander was necessary. New Zealand
was trying to change the procedures and customs of the
Council by calling for a consultation with troop contributors
and the UN Commander. France would not accept any further
delay. To do so would be "extremely silly" (in the sense of
naive, simple-minded - the French word he used was ''benét " )

France could not understand how New Zealand could wish to
delay the deployment of the intervention force when we shared
the same concerns about the humanitarian situation in Rwanda
and had worked closely together in the Council on this

question. He went on. If New Zealand was to abstain this
would be of great concern to France,. This issue was being
managed at "the highest levels" in Paris. "We are counting

on our friends."

5 Beeby reiterated that New Zealand's major concern was the
possible effect the French intervention force might have on
UNAMIR. This was precisely why Keating had called for
consultations with troop contributors and a report by the UN
Commander. In reply, De Verdiére said that the longer the
French intervention force was delayed the more serious the
effects on UMAMIR were likely to be. The intervention force
would facilitate UNAMIR's tasks in the future. It was not
France's intention to intervene anyway and anvhow. The
situation in Rwanda required an urgent response. France was
prepared to assume its responsibilities and accepted the
considerable risks involved.

3 Beeby asked about the RPF. De Verdiére responded by
noting that the declarations of the RPF should not be taken

at face wvalue. The RPF understood what was going on, and
accepted that France's only motivation was a humanitarian
one, even if it did not say so in public. There was no

gquestion of France seeking confrontation with the RPF.
Balladur had made this very clear in a statement to members
of the National Assembly majority last night (see our
separate messadge).
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7 Finally, Beeby asked about the vctlng intentions of other
Council members, in particular China, Nigeria, Pakistan and
Brazil. De Verdiére began by saying that China would vote in
favour and that France was "more or less optimistic" about
the others. When Beeby suggested that they all might
abstain, de Verdiére backtracked slightly, saying "We aren't
sure'".

8 De Verdiére indicated obliquely to us, and his colleague
confirmed after the meeting, that France expected the
resolution to be passed.

9 De Verdiere urged Beeby to convey to the New Zealand
Government France's wish that New Zealand not delay a Council
decision and not abstain on the resolution. He undertook to
do so immediately.

Comment

10 De Verdiére's characterisation of New Zealand's concerns
as "procedural" misrepresents the New Zealand position. He
seemed to be suggesting that New Zealand was only interested
in using the French DR to push its concerns about the need
for greater consultations with troop contributors and UN
operations commanders.

11 The fact that New Zealand might go as far as to abstain
on the rescolution probably came as something of a shock,
implying as it does, that we have more fundamental concerns
about the French proposal - which we do indeed have. De
Verdiére clearly found it difficult to accept New Zealand's
concerns about the adverse effects of the French operation on
UNAMIR -~ despite the fact that Francophone countries are
being withdrawn from Kigali.

12 France seens determined as ever to go ahead desplte
mounting criticism of the intervention force proposal in the
media and signs of increasing concern within the Government
and, according to some reports, the Elysée. Unless our
abstention led to a rejection of these, our assessment is,

that a New Zealand abstention would not do any lasting damage'.}:_

ilcd T Ll G T Al LAVl L L

to the bilateral relationship. It would be unreallstlcg

however to expect ready French support for any future
initiatives New Zealand might wish to take in the Security
Council.

End Message
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Our accompanying message refers.
2 Followlng are:
(al French text as it emerged 1n blue this evening;

(D) tatest RPF letter urging withdrawal of UNaMIK.
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Frange: draft Eesclutigp

Tha Security coungil;

reaf figming all ies ppevious repolublions on the situation in Rwanda, in
parthular jes peaolutions g1z (1994) of 21 april 1994, 918 (1994} of

17 May 18924 and 925 (1994) of & June 1994, whieh set out the mandste and force
isvel of the Uniged Watlions heslatance Hizeion for pwanda (UNAMIR),

Qete;mgggd to contribute to the repumption of the prorefs of political
sgttlenent under tha Arusha Peace Agreement and anceuraging the Secretary-
ceneral and hie special Representative for Rwands to continus end redouble their

pfforte &t the national, regional and international levels Lo pramcte ehesa
obijectiveass

stregsing the impaztance of the coopeyation of all parties £0E tha
fulfilment of the chijectives of tha Unleted Hationd in Rwanda,

Having gonaidered che letter of the gecretary-ceneral of 19 June 1994
(8/1594/128)

Taking, bnko accoupt the time needed to gather £he necessary regources for
the affective deployment of UNBHMIR, 28 expanded in regelations 318 (1994) and
925 (19%4).

Houing the affer hy Hember States to coaperate with tha Secretary—Ganeral
cowards the fulfilment aof the abjectives cf the United Yatious in Ruwranda
($/1994/734), amd stzessing the shrictly numapitarian character of this
operaticon which shall be canducted in an tmpartial and neutral fashion, and
shall not conetibute an inter-positien force betwsen the parties,

welcoming ©he asoperation pbatween the United Natlons, the Organigation ot
african Unity (OaU) and neighbouring gezbee to brind peace to rwanda,

Dgeply concegned by the centinuatien of systematlc and wigdeapread killings
of the eivilian population in Rwanda,

gacggngglng epat the cucredt situation in Reanda eongtitutes 2 unigue cass
which damands an urgent response py the {nternational copmunlty.,

210603 [
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pergrminlng that the magnitude of the numanitarian erisis io Rwanda
~onstituras a threat to peace and security in the region,

1. Helcomes the gecretary-Genseal’s letter dated 19 June 1594
(5/1994/728) and agrees that & melcinatiopal operation may be get up for
humanifarian purposes in Rwands until UNMAMIR is brought up Lo the necaggary
strength;

2. Welcomeg alen the effer by Hember States (8/19%4/734) to compeYste
with tha seeretary=General in order to achieve the obyectives of the United
Harions in Rwanda through the esteblighment of 2 temparary oparation under
national cormand and control almed at contribucing, {n BN ippartial way. tO the
sacurity and protectioh of displaced perpensd, rafugeee and clviliang at risk in
nwenda, on the undezeranding that the cocts of implementing che offer will be
porne by the HMember 3Jtates concerned;

i, hetipg under Chapter viI of the Charter of the United Nations,
authorizng +ha Hember States cooperating with the seepretary-tanaral to eonduct
the opsration referred to in paragraph 2 above uelng all necessary means o
achieve the humaniterian ohjectivas set out in subparagraphs 4 {8} and (k) of
regolution 929 (1994) 5

4. hagldes that the migsion of Hembor States cooperating with the
Secretary=Genersl will be limited to a period of twe months following the
adoption of the pregent repolutien, unless the Secretary-CGeneral determings at
an earliepr date that the expapnded UHAMIR ip able ta carry out its mandate;

5. Copmends the offers already made by Yambeyr States of troops for the
expanded UNAMIR;

&. Calla upon all Hamber Statasg ©O respohd urgently to the
Secratary-Genaral’s request fOr CRSOUICES, ineluding legistical support, in
ordar to enable axpandad UNAMIR &0 fulfil ite mandate effectively as soon ag
poegibls and reguesks the Secretary~General to identify and coordinate the
supply of the cogantial agquipment required by Troops conmitted to the expanded
UNRMIR;

1. Welcomes, in this respsct, the offers already made by Hember serates of
equipment £or trocp contriputeors to UNAWIR and galls on other Members to offer
such support, including the poesibility of comprehensive provigion of egquipment
to specifle troop contributors, to speed UNAMIR'a expanded force depleymant)

B. Reguagte Hembar States vescperating with tha Secretary-Censral to
coordinste closely with UNAMIR and also regugats the Seecretary-General to set up
appropriate mecheniame to this end;

o. Demandg that all partiaes ta the conflict and others concerned
igmediately bring Te an end all killinge of civilian pupwletions in argasd under
eheir control and allow Hemper states coopersting with the Secretary=General to
implement fully the miealon set forth ia paragraph 3 above;

fon-
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10. Rgoguests the States concernod and the Secretary-Ganeral, ag
appropriate, to report te the Couneil on a regular besis, the first such report
to be mads no later than fifteen days after the adoption of this reaslution, on
the implementation of thie operation and the progress made towards the
fulfilment of the objectives referred to in paragraphs 2 and 3 above;

11. Also regquests the Secretary-General to report on the progress made
towards completing the deployment of the expanded UNAMIR within the framework of
the report due no later thanm 9 Auguet 1994 under paragraph 17 of resalution
925 (1994), as well as on pragress towards the resumptian of the prosess of
political settlement under the Arusha Peace Agreement;

12. pegides to remain actively celzed of the matter.

s -



]| FroNT PATRIOTIQUE RWANDAIS
Fi} RWANDESE PATRIOTIC FRONTY

Higs Excallency Salim Bin Mohammed Al-XKhussaiby
President of the Security Council

United Nations

Mr. Prasident

T received instrucrions this afternoon to gonvey te the members of the
Security Council the request of the Rwandese Patriotic Frong, that if the
Council plans to approve the proposed French intervention, it should,

simulraneously, authoerize the withdrawal of the existing concingent of UNAMIR.

The Bwandese Parricric front is concerned thar irg personnel may nor alwavs be
in a position to make a clear distinction between UNAMIR and other foxeign
forces in the event cf an escalation of heostilities. We have, regrettably,
come to the eonclusion that it is necessary that UNAMIR perscnnel be withdrawn

to safety, at least on a temporary hasis.

We wish t¢o assure your Exceellency that this regquest is made in good fairh and
does nor, in anyway, reflsct a désire on our part to avoid our responsibality

for the safety cof United Wations personnel in our terricory.

For: The Political Bureau of the Rwandese Patriotic Front
)

1

Mr. Gerald Gahima

¢.c. Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali
All members of the Security Council

Secretarv-General of the OAU,
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your le: Oour file: 197/1/1

18:06 (5658) 700/PAR/00000/00000 $317.56

FROM: PARIS C01942/PAR 22-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC ITmmediate
NEW YORK Immediate

cC: LONDON BRUSSELS Routine
ROME MADRID Routine
MOSCOW GENEVA Routine
WASHINGTON BEIJING Routine
SANTIAGO CANBERRA Routine
HARARE OTTAWA Routine
DEFENCE BONN Routine

MEFAT (UNC,MEA,ISAC,HRU,EUR,DPB,SMG,EAB)

P/S MFA

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Further to our C€C01940, tonight's Le Monde (see our
accompanying fax) in an article sourced from New York gquotes
Mérineé as saying that "all the members of the Council are

persuaded of our pure intentions." It goes straight on to
note that:
"The resolution should be adopted - with perhaps the

usual abstention by China and the negative vote of New
Zealand. The New Zealand Ambassador, who could still hold up
the vote "by procedural obstacles" has been so vehemently
opposed to the French initiative that some are wondering if
the dark Rainbow Warrior affair was not still on his mind. »

2. Beeby called De Verdiére this afternoon to express his
regret at this reference to an issue which was now well and
truely of the past. Beeby told De Verdiére that there was no
guestion of there being any link between RW and New Zealand's
position on Rwanda. De Verdiére likewise assured Beeby that
he also considered the Rainbow Warrior a thing of the past
and that he had nothing like it in mind in talking to him
this morning. He asserted that responsibility for the
article lay with the reporter alone (a proposition that we
think unlikely to be true.)

End Message
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Your *'le:  115/23/37 our file: 3/88/1 /
18:52 (5666) 700/NYK/00000/00000 $622.54
FPROM: NEW YORK C04656/NYK 22-Jun-1994
TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Inmediate
CC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OT'TAWA Routine
PARIS SANTIAGO Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine
MFAT (MEA,UNC,ISAC,HRU,LGL,EUR,DP3,DSPB,CEO)
(DSP1, EAB)
P/S MFA
DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA,OPS,DDI)
DEFENCE MOD {GENTLES)
1
Subject fAJ
SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA ' ﬁ4?

Your U/N fax (not to others).

Summary

- Security Council endorses French intervention in Rwanda
by a vote of 10-0-5(NZ, Nigeria, Brazil, Pakistan, China)

- The significant number of abstentions and the qualified
support by the US and Russia will have demonstrated to

the French that their actions in Rwanda are not widely
supported

- The vote also sent a message that the non-Permanent
Members will insist on having their views taken into
better account in future Council decisions

Action

Information

Report

Res 929(1994) endorsing the French intervention in Rwanda was

adopted early this afternoon by a vote of 10 - 0 - 5(NZ,

Nigeria, Brazil, Pakistan, China).

2 At the informals prior to the vote, Merimee attempted to

CONFDENTHAT
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reply to the questions he left unanswered yesterday
concerning the attitude of the RPF. He said that it would be
presumptuous of France to expect the RPF to welcome the
French intervention given their public position against any

foreign intervention in Rwanda, including by the UN. But,
they could expect the RPF to change its position after the
resolution had been adopted. At his meetings this morning

with Juppe and officials at the Quai, the Deputy Prime
Minister designate under the Arusha Agreement had indicated
that while he could not publicly support the intervention, he
considered that French intentions were laudable and that the
RPF would cooperate with the French once they made contact in
Rwanda. Merimee said that French officials were also meeting
the RPF today on the Rwanda/Uganda border. In addition, he
pointed to yesterday's announcement by Canada that it would
be providing 350 troops to UNAMIR as proof that the French
intervention was not acting as a disincentive to
participation in UNAMIR.

3 There were no public comments on this information. For
the Brazilians, however, who had made RPF consent a keystone
of their attitude to the resolution, Merimee's comments were
insufficient to persuade them off their proposed abstention.

4 The only other discussion at the informals concerned the
timing of the vote. The French were desperate for adoption
by the early afternoon (and frequently checked their watches
as time ticked away). Nigeria (Ayewah), however, tried to
defer the vote until the afternoon, allegedly on the basis
that his Minister was tied up in a meeting and had not

confirmed his instructions. He also argued that the Council
should wait to hear from OAU SecGen, Salim Salim who was
arriving in New York in the early afternoon. But Ayewah ran

into a major and unexpected obstacle in the person of Boutros
Ghali.

5 In a move almost unprecedented in our time on the
Council, the French had persuaded the SecGen to attend the
final discussion of the text at the informals. When Ayewah

argued for delay, the SecGen intervened to say that Council
action was urgent and that he had had an urgent plea from his
Special Rep in Burundi that something must be done gquickly in
Rwanda to stop the disease of the killings spreading to
Burundi. Acknowledging the risks inherent in the French
intervention, the SecGen also said that the dangers of
intervention were less than those of Council inaction.

6 The SecGen's remarks gave sufficient basis for Spain, UK
and Russia to argue in support of rapid action. France then
proposed that the vote be held at 1lpm. No one demurred. We
took no part in the discussions at the informals. Merimee
told us he was very grateful that New Zealand had not sought
any further delay.

7 Russia, Brazil, Djibouti, China and Rwanda gave EQVs
before the vote. France, US, NZ, Spain, UK, Czech Rep,

CONHBENTIAL
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Argent.na, Nigeria and Oman spoke afterwards. Pakistan kept
its counsel.

8 Those supporting the resolution emphasised the need for
rapid action to halt the killings in Rwanda, the difficulties
in getting UNAMIR deployed, and the limited scope and
timeframe of the French force. Probably the best case for
the intervention was made by the US, though Mrs Albright's
words comment that the nature of the humanitarian crisis
demanded a swift response from the international community
came oddly from the representative of the country most
responsible for the delay in Council action on Rwanda. The
US statement, however, was alos the most pointed at the
French motivation, insisting on the need for neutrality and
implying that the world will be watching closely.

9 We have sent by separate fax (Wellington and Paris only)
the text of the NZ EOV which emphasised that while we shared
and applauded France's humanitarian objectives, we disagreed
with the means by which they were being pursued. As did
Brazil and Nigeria, we expressed serious concerns about
having two operations with different command structures and
authorities operating in parallel, and noted the lessons that
should have been drawn on this score from what happened in
Somalia.

Comment

10 Paris's C01940 confirms our own impressions that the
French had misread the level of support they had and were
surprised when they 1learned this morning how many Council
members intended to abstain. In fact, it could have been
worse for them. Once the Argentines had found out where
things stood, they made an effort to persuade Buenos Aires to
move to an abstention as well. As it turned out, the
Argentines continued to support the French, but had they not,
the French would have been in the most uncomfortable
situation of having the bare minimum of 9 positive votes (and
reliant on that of Rwanda) to get the resolution through.

11 Merimee was clearly pleased at the tone of the New
Zealand statement. He 1is also very well aware that the
weight of New Zealand's independent viewpoint has been felt

much more keenly by others in the Council. In fact, this is
one of the few cases where we have had a difference with
France. And on many other key policy issues - in particular,

Bosnia and the use of air strikes, and the creation last year
of UNAMIR - the French have had better cooperation from New
Zealand than almost anyone else.

12 Like Paris, we do not think that the New Zealand
abstention should do lasting damage to our relations with
France. The number of abstentions, plus the fact that we
were careful not to call into question French motives, should
ensure that. We agree that our vote will not predispose the
French to support future New Zealand initiatives on the

CONFIDENTHAL
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Counci.. But it is in the nature of things that they have
many more initiatives in the Council than we do and will want
cur support for those, and they are already (with the
British) our principal opponents in cur endeavours toc open up
the Council's procedures.

13 The vote today will have sent a c¢lear message to the
French that their actions in Rwanda will be scrutinised
closely and that, short of a dramatic change of
circumstances, they Wlll be held to their promises to keep
their 1ntervent10n truly impartial and of a short duration.

14 On a wider level, the vote will also have sent a timely
signal to all the Permanent Members and the SecGen that the
non-Permanent Council members are prepared to stand up for
principle and that the consensus tradition of recent times
cannot be used to coerce countries into supporting
initiatives on which they have serious reservations. In that
sense, we consider that the vote will be a help rather than a
hlndrance in ensuring that the views of all Council members
are taken into account in future decisions.

End Message
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SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Your C04649 and fax 2826.
Instruction

2 After long and intensive consideration, Ministers have
decided that you should abstain on the resolution as long
as at least three other Council members also abstain. You
should make a short EOV (see below).

3 The Minister would like Keating to telephcone him
before the vote, irrespective of the +time here. The
Minister’s home telephone number is 0064-4-4995955,

4 You should know that in the circumstances we have told
the Quai d’Orsay (through Beeby) and the French Ambassador
here this evening that no final decision has been taken but
that the balance of Ministers’ opinion is inclining towards
an abstention.

EOV

5 You should make a brief EOV to include the following
elements and those of the draft press statement (see
separate fax):

- acknowledge good motivation behind France'’'s
proposal;

- share concern to protect civilian population and
see an end to the killing;

- New Zealand's own efforts in the Council over the
past two months to promote rapid deployment of UN forces,
with enforcement authority are a matter of record;

- our reservations relate to the impact on UNAMIR,
dilution of efforts to accelerate UNAMIR deployment and
future ability of the UN and humanitarian organisations to
operate in Rwanda.
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FROM: MADRID U00603 23 Jun 1994
T0: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC PRIORITY
ce: NEW YORK EC POSTS ROUTINE
OTTAWA CANBERRA ROUTINE
WASHINGTON HARARE ROUTINE

MFAT (MEA, UNC, EUR, ISAC, HRU, SMG, EAB)

P/S MFA

SECURITY COUNCIL:RWANDA

Summary

- Spanish Press has given New Zealand’s UNSC abstention only minor
coverage. One paper has suggested that NZ "suspects French motives".

- Spanish press opinion is that the French action in Rwanda lacks
adequate political preparation, and for this reason cannot be considered
"purely humanitarian".

-~ OSpanish Government has announced logistic support for French
intervention.

Action

2 For information only.

Report

3 In a report datelined Washington, today’s edition of the main
Madrid daily "E1 Pais" reports the outcome of yesterday’s UNSC vote on
Rwanda, adding: "Of the non-permanent members, only Nigeria and New

Zealand had indicated doubts about French intentions. Nigeria, because it
considers that the operation smacks of old colonial adventures in the
African continent. New Zealand, for its part, suspects the motives of
France, a country accused by the Tutsi opposition RPF of having supported
for many years the Hutu-majority Government, which 4in its turn is
implicated in most of the killings in Rwanda".

4 In its editorial column "ELI Pais" does not mention the 5 Abstention

votes din the SC, but comments "The attitude of the Tutsi front indicates
that i']'!Fl 'F'TFI‘HFE'I 1'|_'| an lacks the nolitiecal Tn‘an::u'r-nk1n'n nnnnegnr}r fgr it to

=il Lilf LT ilL AL AELRS Ll PULSLLLas piopalalalil LELTosoa

be considered an exclusively humanitarian operation, deserving the UN’s
support. France is trying to convince the RPF of its good intentions, but
has mnot succeeded yet. As regards the O0AU, Europe’s interest is in
cooperating with it and encouraging its involvement, certainly not in
taking decisions without taking the OAU’s views into account. There are
therefore reasons for Spain to take a cautious approach to this questionm,
without allowing this to harm our friendship with a country which is our
ally and with which we have very close links.



logistic support for the French intervention, but has not yet given
-details.

6 We have sent copies of the Minister’s press statement (your U52433)
to t..evant officials in the Spanish Foreign Ministry.

UNCLASSIFIED
Page 1
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FROM: NEW YORK C04671/NYK 24-Jun-1994
TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Priority
CcC: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
PARIS SANTTIAGO Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine
MFAT (MEA,UNC, ISAC, HRU, LGL, EUR, DP3, DSP1, EAB)
P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF
DEFENCE MOD

(DSIA,OPS,DDI)
(GENTLES)

Subiject
SECURITY COUNCII: RWANDA

Summary

- French give preliminary briefing on progress by their
intervention force

- Secretariat confirm that some of the African troop
contributors to UNAMIR are having second thoughts

- Spanish see merit in pressing ahead with their resolution
on the commission of experts, despite our request that
they hold fire for a bit longer

Action

Confirmation we should proceed with cosponsorship of the

Spanish resolution even though they want to move ahead rather

faster than we consider desirable.

Report

French intervention force

At informal consultations today, France, at the regquest of

Argentina, gave a preliminary briefing on progress by the

French intervention force.

2 Merimee noted that, although in terms of Res 929, the
first progress report was not due for another 13 days, said

-CONFIDENTTAL
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he was happy to provide a briefing "on a personal basis". He
noted that so far about 500 of the planned 2,500 French
troops had been deployed to the area. Most were across the
border in Zaire and would continue to be stationed outside
Rwanda. The intention was that they would make "incursions"
into Rwanda as necessary. Only "a small detachment" was in
Rwanda itself. This was in the town of Cyangugu in the
extreme south-west of the country. They had deployed there
to protect the @ 8,000 Tutsis located in various camps in the
area.

3 The next 1likely area of attention would be the
north-west, in the area south-west of Ruhengeri where,
Merimee said, the bulk of the population still at risk were
located. The troops would seek to protect persons at risk,
attempt to establish a "climate of security", and would use
force to save people's lives if necessary.

4 Following Merimee's briefing, the Secretariat (Riza)
noted that Gen Dallaire had made contact with the French
Commander and was making arrangements for coordination
between the UN and French forces. Riza noted that the
situation in the country seemed largely the same as it had
been in recent weeks, though the fighting in Kigali had
intensified. One worrying development was that the
Government-controlled radio had also intensified its vitriol
against UNAMIR in general and Dallaire in particular.

Deployment of expanded UNAMIR

5 The UK (Hannay) asked Riza 1f the Council could do
anything to ensure that the deployment of the expanded UNAMIR
continued to move ahead, noting that a number of countries
were concerned that the adoption of Res 929 should not affect
the process. In response, Riza noted that Ghana had agreed
to the deployment this week of the remainder of its
battalion, but there now appeared to be some delay.
Similarly, Zimbabwe, which had confirmed its readiness to
deploy its battalion, was now reviewing its position. Riza
agreed that the Council might assist in maintaining the
deployment of the force but he thought that the Secretariat
should first clarify the situation with these countries
before suggesting a particular course of action. He noted
that a Secretariat team was in the process of visiting
Tunisia, Ethiopia and Zimbabwe to ascertain the equipment
that those troops had available.

Spanish resolution

6 At the end of the informals, Spain (Barnueve) announced
that he wanted to move ahead with his resolution seeking the
appointment of a commission of experts to investigate reports
of genocide and other serious human rights violations. He
asked that the issue be put on the agenda of informals on
Tuesday, 28 June.
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7 We had strongly suggested to Spain that it would be good
to let an interval of a week or two pass after the adoption
of Res 929 before bringing forward their resolution. The
Brazilians took a similar line. The Spanish maintain,
however, that the Special Rapporteur will report be
presenting a report on Rwanda in Geneva next Monday (27 June)
and that it is important that the Council act relatively
gquickly. They also argue that their draft, which is much
liked by the RPF, may help diminish RPF antagonism towards
UNAMIR. Despite these arguments, the main reason Spain want
to push the resolution next week is that Barnuevo will be on
ieave the following week.

8 On balance, if the choice is between acting next week or
walting, in effect, three weeks, we would be inclined to tell
the Spanish that provided the situation on the ground does
not worsen appreciably in the meantime as a consequence of
the French intervention, we could go along with putting the
draft to the vote on Thursday, 30 June. That would be a
reasonable interval after the vote on Res 929.

9 OQur accompanying fax contains the latest version of the
Spanish draft. The major change from the last version we
sent you was the removal of what was Op 1 to the preamble.
We think that 1is an improvement. We are reasonably
comfortable with the draft as it now stands. It will undergo
some softening through the negotiation process if the Chinese
and others are to be brought on board.

10 With regard to the specific queries in your U52262, we
would note the following:

Pp7 (nnow 8) The Spanish advise that this was based on
language put forward by the US. They do not know its origins
but suspect it was custom made for this resolution. They are
enguiring. They and we expect the Chinese will raise
difficulties about it in any event.

Ops 2&3 We put your views regarding "grave violations". The
use of "grave" was not inadvertent. It is intended to limit
the Commission's enquiry to "grave breaches" of the Geneva
Conventions, which are the only crimes under that Convention
that entail universal jurisdiction, and breaches of the
Genocide Convention - which cannot be characterised as being
anything but grave. The draft is deliberately cast to ensure
that all breaches of the Genocide Convention are seen as
"grave violations". We consider the Spanish reply to be
fairly convincing.

End Message
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SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA
Our accompanying message refers.
2 Following 13 latest drait of Spanish resscluticon on &

Commission of experts on Rwanda.
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23 June 103%
154:00 hrs
DRAFT RESQLUTION
ihe Sedurktu'Cbuncﬁlf
Regffirming all i3 previous resoiutions on {he gituation in

Rwanda,

Reeolling the statement by the President of the Security
Council of 30 April 199¢ (5/PRST/1994/21) In whieh {the Security
Council inter alia condemned all breaches of international
humanitarian lTaw In Rwanda, particularly those perpetrated ggainst
the civilian population, and recclled that persaons yho instigatse

or participete in such acts are individually responsible,

Recalling olso the requeste it addressad to the Secrstary-
Ganera! in the statement by the President 5f the Security Council

of 30 April 1994 and in Resolution 918 (1994), concerning the

investigation of serious violations of nternational humgniterion

law committed in Rwanda during the conflict,

Hoguing considered the rzport of the Secretary-General of 31
May 1994 (5/1994/640), in yRich he noted that maasacres and i
kiltings have cont inued in @ systematic manner {hroughout Rwanda

and also noted that only ¢ proper inveatigotion can establish the
(acts and enable the determ!nation of responsibility,

Helcomlng the visit to Reanda and to the region by the
United Hations High Conmlssioner for Human Rights and
noting the gopointment, pursuant 1o resolution §-3/1 of 25
fay 1994 adopted by the United ~ations Commlssien on Human
nghts; of a Special Rapporteur for Rwanda, |
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Expressing once again its gravest concern ct the continuing

reports indicating thet systematic, cidespresd and flogrant

Giolations of international humanitarien lew, including acts of

gemacide, haue been ccamitted in Ruwanda,
v, |

Affirming that ail persons who commit (authorize on’
instigate) serious violations of internatienal
humgniterian law cre individually responsible for those

violations,

Hotlng the importance of the effective apptication of
imternatlonal humanitarian law in the fulfliment of the
Security Council’s primary responsibility under the
Charter of the United Natlons to maintain internatlonal
peace and security,

. Requests the Secretary-Ceneral to zstablish, as a malter
of urgency, an impartial Commission of exparts to examine and
analyse the information suomitted pursuant te the present
resotution, together with such further informeiicn as the
Commission of Experts moy ebtoin through its own inwvestigations or
efforts, or of other pesrsons or bodies, with a view to providing
the Secretary-General with its conclusions on the euidence ¢f
nossible acts of genocide and othsr graue uicolctions of
international humanitarian lauw committed in the territory of
Rwanda, ond recommendatlons in this regard;

2 Calls upon States and, as appropriate, internat ional
humgnitarian organizations to collate substantiated informatien 1o
their pogsession or submitted to them relgtling to grave violatisns
of irmtarngtioncl humenitorion law, including breaches of the
Convention on the Preuention ond Funishment of the Crime of
Cenocide, being committzd in tha.territory of Rwanda, and requests
States, relevant United Naticny bodies, end relevent organizaticns
to make this information ouciliablse within thirty doys of the

adoption ¢t the present resolution aond a3 copropriate Lhereaffer,
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and to provids other aoppropriatles dssistonce 4o the Commission of

Excerts referred to in paragragh 1i;

Ssops
- -

ary-Cengral Lo report to the Cfounc:

-
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on tne sstabiishmant of the Commigsion of txperts, ond to reponrt
clso within [Hihﬁtg] days ‘from the establishment of the
Commission of fxpertsJ‘on its conclusions, so that the
Security Council might take sccount of them in any
recommendat ions for possible further appropriate. steps (o enpsure

that persons responsible for suech octs are brought to justice;

4. Blse requests the Secretery-General and es
appropriate the High Commissiomsfor Human Rights to ensure

that adequate coordinagtion ond coopsration is maintained
between the work of the Eommission of Experts and thot of
the Special Rapporteur for Ruwandg;

- Urges all concerned fully to coocperate with the
Conmission of Experts in the accompl!ishment of |ts
mandote, including coampiying with requests for ass|stance
and gccess by Commission members and expert staff in
pursuing investigations; '

5. Decides to remcin actively seized of the matter.
L3
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Your le: Oour file: 174/1/1

14:37 (56990) 700/ROM/00000/00000 $156.96

FROM: ROME C00934/R0OM 25-Jun-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Routine

cC: PARTS NEW YORK Routine
DEFENCE HARARE Routine

MFAT (UNC,MEA, ISAC,HRU, LGL,EUR, DSP1, EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, 0OPS, DDI)
DEFENCE MOD

Subiject
SECURITY COQUNCIL : RWANDA

Our U00792 of 21 June refers.

Summary

2 Italian Government has announced that it is willing to
send contingent of some 450 troops to Rwanda but has attached
four specific preconditions. Support for French proposal may
accordingly be less than wholehearted. Doubts probably stem
from Italy's experience in Somalia. Secretary General of MFA
(Salleo) told US Ambassador yesterday that he regards
proposal as "ill advised and risky".

Action

3 For information only.

Report

4 Media reports note that Italy is ready to take an active
part in Rwanda if four conditions can be met, as follows:

a) operation authorized by UN;
b) parties in conflict agree to presence of foreign troops:

c) agreement worked out on the conduct and duration of the
operation;

d) command of the operation assumed by WEQ or NATO.

5 While the Government appears willing in principle to take
part in any action which will halt the events in Rwanda it
seems likely that MFA and Defence officials (the Secretary
General's comment reported above is direct and to the point)

CONFBENTAL
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have r.esh in their minds the problems which arose during the
recent deployment of Italian forces in Somalia and are
counselling caution.

6 Of the four requirements only the first can currently be
regarded as being in place but French can be expected to
apply pressure on Italians in Corfu to modify their position
on the other points.

7 As far as b) 1is concerned media reports state that so far
only the Hutu (apparantly supported in the past by France)
have agreed to the presence of foreign troops. A Tutsi
spokesperson in Brussels is reported to have warned that
should Ttaly send troops it will be "at its own risk and
danger".

8 Senior Ministry of Defence staff, who we are told, "fully
share views of the their MFA colleagues" say that they will
require equipment they do not currently possess, and will
insist that clear goals be established for the mission as
well as agreement on the command structures, rules of
engagement and likely duration. Undoubtedly referring back
to Somalia the Chief of General Staff has said that the tasks
assigned to Italy in any eventual operation will " need to be
realistic and achievable".

Comment
9 New Italian Government would want to be forthcoming to

French request and, impelled by public opinion, would want to
be seen to contribute to any action likely to bring an end to

the horrific events in Rwanda. On the other hand their
experience in Somalia is leading to a cautious approach to
the practicalities. Corfu summit may alter the balance. If

no agreement is reached Italy will probably limit its
involvement to "humanitarian relief operations" along
Rwanda's borders.

End Message
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FROM: WELLINGTON C24997/WN1 27-Jun—-1994

TO: NEW YORK PARTS Routine
WGTN UNSC Routine

ce: CANBERRA OTTAWA Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (UNC,MEA, EUR, ISAC, LGL, DSP3, EAB)

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA)

Subiject
U52679: OPS)

DEFENCE MOD
P/S MFA

SECURITY COUNCIL : RWANDA

Minister considers, in consequence of last week's Council decision,

and hesitations that decision has put into minds of contributors to UNAMIR

(New York's C04671 refers), that France has a responsibility:

- to encourage countries providing troops and equipment to follow through
so that the expanded UNAMIR can go ahead;

- to offer appropriate transport/logistical support so that UNAMIR can be
satisfactorily up and running by the end of the two month period
authorised for the French intervention force.

2 Grateful if in first instance, New York take this up with Merimee and

report response.

3 Minister welcomes advice that in field arrangements are being made for
coordination between French and UN forces.

End Message
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FROM: WELLINGTON C25024/WN1 27-Jun—199%4
TO: NEW YORK Immediate
cc; BEIJING BONN Routine

BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine

GENEVA HARARE Routine

LONDON MADRID Routine

MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine

PARIS SANTIAGO Routine

TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine

DEFENCE WGTN UNSC Reoutine
MFAT (MEA,UNC, ISAC,HRU, LGL, EUR, DP3,DSP1,EAB)
P/S MFA fﬁf‘
DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI) {;ﬁff
DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES) '
Subject

U52725: SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Your CO04671.

2 We can live with draft resolution as presently worded and
recognise that it will be amended again in course of Council
informals.

3 We have taken on board Spanish comments regarding "grave
violations" (your para 10).

4 Minister agrees you may still co-sponsor resolution, with
a view to adoption later this week.

End Message
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FROM: NEW YORK C04674/NYK 27-Jun—1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Inmediate

cec: BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
PARIS SANTIAGO Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA ,UNC,ISAC,HRU, LGL,EUR,DP3,DSP1l, EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA,OPS,DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Summary

- French are making efforts, in consultation with the
Secretariat, to encourage greater participation in UNAMIR o
through provision of troops and/or logistics.

- RPF has undertaken to continue cooperating with UNAMIR.

- Council delivers firm message to Rwandan PR about
controlling anti-UN propaganda from Radioc Milles
Collines.

- We take issue with Rwanda's announcement that it wants
the Council to have on its agenda for informals this week
the situation on the Uganda/Rwanda border.

Action

Information.

Report

French Actions_to Bolster UNAMIR

Your U52679 (not to all).

2 We took the opportunity to follow up this morning with
Merimee a comment he made at informals last Thursday (23

CONFDENHAL
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June) chat France, in the light of the remarks made at the
adoption of Res 929, "would be making some suggestions" to
encourage greater participation in UNAMIR. Merimee said to
us that their idea was to put together a group of countries
who might be persuaded to provide troops or eguipment to
UNAMIR to see what specific steps might be taken to ensure
that the expanded force was deployed as quickly as possible.
He noted that they were working closely with the
Secretariat. We have subsequently learned that there is to
be an expanded meeting of potential troop contributors and
Council members tomorrow, 28 June.

3 Merimee said that there were two very compelling reasons
for France to take this initiative. First, he said that
unless France was able to ensure that the expanded force was
in place within the next two months, then France would have
great difficulty in pulling its force out of Rwanda in
accordance with the time frame set out in Res 929. Secondly,
France was very concerned at what might happen if the RPF
were to make major advances into government held territory to
the point that French and RPF troops came into direct
contact. This was another reason for making sure that the
French presence was a short one.

4 Merimee did not have any more specific information to
cffer. We did not press him directly for information on what
logistical support France might be offering to UNAMIR. As it
was, an unspoken aspect of our conversation was what NZ might
be doing in this area. You should be aware that if we are to
press the French more directly on this point, we will need to
be ready to respond to direct gquestions about what
contribution NZ might be making to the international effort.

Radio Milles Collines

5 At the end of this mornings informals, Gharekhan gave a
brief update on Rwanda. He said that the fighting in Kigali
was now intense with the RPF clearly trying to sgueeze the
government forces out of their positions. To date, however,
there had been no marked change in their disposition of the
two forces.

) On the positive side, Gharekan noted that the RPF said it
would continue to cooperate with UNAMIR.

7 Gharekhan noted that the diatribes against UNAMIR and
General Dallaire from Radio Milles Collines were continuing.
The nature of the broadcasts was such as to call into
guestion the deployment of the Canadian contingent in view of
the anti-Canadian overtones that were starting to feature.
These appeared to be generated because of Canada's leading
role in the passage of the resolution in the CHR.

8 The UK, Spain, Nigeria, Russia and we picked up the
remarks about Radio Milles Collines. Hannay recalled that
the Council had, 1last week, made a direct request to the

CONFIDENTHAL
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Rwanda PR to ensure that his Government took effective action
to put an end to these broadcasts. It was suggested that the
President should reiterate, in his comments to the press, the
Council's grave concern at the continuation of these
broadcasts.

9 In response, Bisimana tried to argue that the Radio was a
private station independent of the government, though he
acknowledged that it should comply with the basic rules
governing broadcasting in Rwanda. He claimed that he had
relayed the Council's concerns to his authorities wheo had
assured him that they would "step up their contacts" with
Radio Milles Colline and try and ensure that it, like other
radio stations in Rwanda, took a policy of promoting national
reconciliation.

10 The French gave a firm rebuke to Bisimana. Legal (the
French legal adviser) said that these comments about freedonm
of the press cut no ice. The fact was that the radio was

under the government's political control, that it was
engaging in the most blatant forms of propaganda that were
completely beyond the pale and that they had to stop. The
Spanish noted that the directors and shareholders of the
radio station were either members of or closely connected

with the Government. Vorontsov then proposed that the
Government be given 24 hours to bring the radio station under
contrecl or to face further measures from the Council. This

was accepted as being the sense of the meeting.

Rwanda's Request that Rwanda/Uganda Issue be out on_ the

Agenda of Informals

11 Prior to the exchange on Radio Milles Collines, Bisimana
referred to various letters he has sent in over the past
month (in which the Government has repeated its standard line
that the RPF 1is acting at the behest of Uganda which is
actively sponsoring and supporting the RPF) and asked the
President to ensure that the Rwanda/Uganda issue was on the
agenda for informal consultations later in the week.

12 No other delegation commented on the request though it
was clear that no-one was happy with it. Accordingly,
following our remarks about Radio Milles Colline we expressed
concern that one of the parties to a dispute seemed to be
attempting to use his position as a Council member to the
disadvantage of another of the parties. We noted that we did
not deny the right of any council member to put an item on
the agenda of informals but questioned the wisdom in the
current circumstances of the situation in Rwanda. We also
noted that there appeared to be little justification in view
of the fact that the Council had only a week ago considered
the situation on the Rwanda/Uganda border in the context of
its renewal of the UNOMUR mandate.

13 Given the many public and private criticisms that have
been made of the Council because of Bisimana's continued
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representation on it, we considered it was important that his
request should not pass unchallenged. 0f course, should he
persist in this kind of activity it will only give added
strength to the arguments for there to be a challenge to his
credentials. As we understand it, the discussions with
Bisimana aimed at persuading him not to take up the
Presidency in September have run into a snag, and he is now
raising various objections to the course of action proposed.
Part of the reason appears to be related to the French
intervention. It would seem that at least of last week, the
Rwandan Government has taken added heart from the French
actions and is arguing that it is too soon now to be making
decisions now when the situation in September is unknown.

End Message
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16:36 (5710) 700/MAD/00000/00000 $195.03
FROM: MADRID co0282/MAD 27-Jun—-1994
TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Routine

ec: NEW YORK EC POSTS Routine
MFAT (MEA,UNC, EUR, DSP3, DSP2)

Subject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Summary

A Spanish official comments on the Rwanda situation and asks
for New Zealand views on Rwanda's UNSC and GA credentials.

Action

2 Comment please on the credentials issue for passing to
the Spanish.

Report

3 In the course of a routine meeting on 27 June with
Moratinos (DG for Africa/Middle East in the Foreign Ministry)
Moratinos made some comments on last week's UNSC/Rwanda vote
which may still be of interest. He said he had read the copy
of the Minister's press statement of 23 June which we had
sent. He wanted us to know that he and his colleagues agreed
entirely with New Zealand's reasons for abstaining on the
French-sponsored resolution on Rwanda. Spain had helped the
French out in the UNSC for bilateral reasons, and because
considerable French pressure had been brought to bear. Juppe
had telephoned Spanish FM Solana three times, and the French
Defence minister had also been telephoning his Spanish
counterpart.

4 On the question of logistical support for the French
intervention, Spain was now deliberately dragging its feet.
Having announced that there would be some Spanish logistical
support, which would probably turn out to be a transport
aircraft and maybe a medical unit, Spain was slowing down the
process of deciding what exactly to do. It did not want to
"seem too keen". So far the French intervention in Rwanda
had not gone too badly, but nor did it seem to have done much
good in a humanitarian sense so far.

5 Moratinos told us that a little while ago the Spanish PR
in New York had been involved in a discussion with some other
PR's of UNSC countries, on a personal basis, on the question
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whethe. there was anything to be gained in terms of improving
the situation on the ground in Rwanda by taking any action on
the Rwanda delegation's credentials, either in the UNSC or
later in the GA. When news of this had reached Madrid, the
Spanish PR had been instructed that his Government did not
wish him to initiate any discussion on this question. if
other delegations raised the subject of Rwanda's credentials
officially, Spain would of course address the issue. In this
connection, Moratinos asked that we check with you whether
New Zealand had any views on the usefulness of making an
issue of Rwanda's credentials and also on whether the matter
was likely to be brought up officially in the UNSC. He said
that he wanted to be prepared 1in case the issue emerged
suddenly. "The French have already taken us by surprise once
on Rwanda. We would like to avoid other surprises."

Comment

6 Moratinos 1is, as you know, a useful and well-informed
source of information on Africa and the Middle East. We will
be reporting separately the interesting analysis he gave us
of Spain's relations with Morocce. It would be particularly
useful in terms of consolidating our dialogue with him if you
could enable us to respond within a day or so to his question
on Rwanda credentials.

End Message
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Your | ;g: 42/1/2 our file: 115/23/%97
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FROM: WELLINGTON C25052/WN1 28-Jun-1994
TO: MADRID Routine
ce: NEW YORK WGTN UNSC Routine
EC POSTS WASHINGTON Routine
MOSCOW BELJING Routine
MFAT (UNC,MEA, LGL, EUR, DSP3,DSP2)
Subject

U52815: SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Your €00282 (not to all).

2 We are considering the gquestion of Rwanda's position on
the Council. We should be grateful for any further views New
York may have following their report (their C04674, para 13)
on the Rwandan PR's increasing intransigence.

3 The views of the permanent members, particularly France,
will be persuasive in determining the Council's action. To
date ideas have focussed on how to sideline Rwanda rather
than remove it. One consideration is that a formal move to
expel the Rwandan delegation would be 1likely to diminish
further the RGF's willingness to cooperate with the UN (and
the French?). Any step in the direction of a challenge would
also need the support of the African group to have a chance
of success.

4 It is not an issue on which we see New Zealand taking a
lead.

End Message
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FROM: NEW YORK C04695/NYK 29-Jun—-1994

TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC Immediate

co BEIJING BONN Routine
BRUSSELS CANBERRA Routine
GENEVA HARARE Routine
LONDON MADRID Routine
MOSCOW OTTAWA Routine
PARIS SANTIAGO Routine
TOKYO WASHINGTON Routine
DEFENCE Routine

MFAT (MEA,UNC, ISAC,HRU, LGL, EUR, DP3, DSP3, EAB)

P/S MFA

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA,OPS,DDI)

DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

Subiject

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA: COMMISSION OF EXPERTS

Over the course of the past couple of days we have joined the
Spanish in discussing various suggestions for amendments put
forward, particularly by the P3, to the draft resolution
establishing a Commission of Experts to investigate human
rights violations in Rwanda. Various adjustments were made,
none particularly significant. One of the main concerns was
to try to avoid undue overlap between the Commission of
Experts and the Special Rapporteur appointed pursuant to the
CHR resolution.

2 Spain circulated the revised text in the informal
consultations this evening. (Text in our accompanying fax -
Wellington and Geneva only.) France had a minor quibble with
the final part of PP5 but was able to claim satisfaction wit
the small adjustment proposed by Pakistan. It was helpful
that in the course of his intervention Pakistan indicated
support for the proposal, and welcome that the UK and US
announced their readiness to cosponsor the draft. After some
cajoling we were also able to persuade Nigeria (Gambari) to
speak positively about the draft.

3 As expected, the Chinese raised the mest substantive
problems and, after making another speech about the Council
needing to keep out of areas in which it was not competent,
Li sought the deletion of references to the Special
Rapporteur in PP6, OP1l and OP3. He did not press the point
too hard, especially after the Nigerian intervention, but
later sought the Nigerians' assistance in making at least
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some adjustments to those aspects of the text. At Nigeria's
request, we made an effort to come up with language that
gives the Chinese something, but the Spanish resisted. As
Barnuevo correctly pointed out, if China abstains on its own,
there is no harm to the adoption of the resolution given its
well known position on human rights issues.

4 Rwanda also sought an amendment - namely a new preambular
para referring to the investigation called for in Res 918
into the causes of the air crash leading to the deaths of the
Presidents of Rwanda and Burundi. Spain resisted what would
be an unnecessary distraction to the work of the Commission.
Again, if Rwanda were to abstain, that would not cause the
cosponsors any heartache.

5 The Spanish have asked that the text be put in blue this
evening and are hopeful that it may be adopted tomorrow, 30
June. Whether this happens will largely depend on the
pressure of more urgent business (Georgia, Haiti, Angola).
In any event, there now seems a good chance the resolution
will be adopted by the end of the week.

=

End Message
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NEW ZEALAND MISSTON TO THE UNITED NATIONS, NEW YORK

Telephor :  (212) 826-1960 Fax: (212) 758-0827

Date: 29 June 1994

O WELLINGTON NO?_,%/}% DRECEDENCE: IMMEDIATE
WGTN UNSC — No. PRECEDENCE: IMMEDIATE
GENEVA NG. PRECEDENCE: ROUTINE
DEFENCE No. U/ N PRECEDENCE: ROUTINE

LD: SFAT (LGL,UNC,MEA,HRU, EUR,DE3, DSP3, EAR)

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA,OPS,DDI)
DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES) _ Page 1 of: 4
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SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA: COMMISSION OF EXPERTS
Our accmpanying message refers.,
2 Following is latest draft of resolution eastablishing a

Commission of Experts to investigate grave human rights violations in
Rwanda.
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Reaffirming all its previcis -2:30lusions oA the situationa in

Reaffirming in particular, resolutions 918 (19%4) ana
925 (1994) which expanded UNAMIR, and stressing in this

connection the need for early deployment of the expanded
UNAMIR to enable it to carry out its mandate.

Recalline the statement b o
Council of 30 April 1954 (S/BR37°'1954/21) in which the Security
Council inter aliaz c¢ondémnad 2. brsa-haz af internatioral

Aumanitarian law in Rwandz iy thosa perpetrated against

K¢

o
the civilian populacion, z2nd reszilesd rhas persens who instigate
Or participate in such aces are irdividually resgonsible,

Bocaliing a.S0 the reguastsi 1n_zddrecssed to the Secretary=-

General in the statement by rhe ?:e;§§e:: o)
of 30 April 1994 and in resoluzizs 915 {1394), concerning the
investigation of serious viglasisre of &

law committed in Rwacda during =iz 2cn

Having censigered che rapgsr: 2f rhe ecretary-GCeneral of 31

May 1994 (5/1994/840), ir wnicn re nored that massacres and
kKillings have continued in a sys22macic manner throughosut Rwanda
and also nozed that orly a Frorsr Inwvestigazisn can eszablish rha
factsgﬂ enable the determinatien of responﬁibilitm
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United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights andg
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May 1994 adopted. by the United Nations Commission ‘on Human
Rights, of a Special Rapporteur ' for Rwanda,

Exprassisg onge agal
reports ;ndicauinq that sy
violations of ing e*natio




06-28 94 23:04 212 758 0827 NZ MISSION NY __~== UNSC EEIUII

el - = |
£ %

1]
‘w
dan
"
ll-
0
3
o
LY
my
:I
It"
W
Ty
in
(]

3 LEguescs on

® Stovesar TwIRL 10 report to the Couneii
2n the #3tablishnany of -

b 1]

Carmissies ug Zuperte, and further

¢ e
reéequests the Secretary-Gsneral*:: I220rt 2alsos te the

Council,/within four months from the establishment of thy
s

Commission of Expexrts) on the eonsluzian
and to take account of these conelusions
for further appropriace stecrs;

of the Commission
4 any recommendatiorns

TS

mmisgion of Experts and to ensure that
_ adequate coordination and cooperation is ma‘in'_th_inqd
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16:08 700/PAR/00000/00000 $596.26
FROM: PARIS U02437 30 Jun 1994
TO: WELLINGTON WGTN UNSC ROUTINE
NEW YORK ROUTINE
cC: CANBERRA OTTAWA ROUTINE
WASHINGTON DEFENCE ROUTINE
BELJING BONN ROUTINE
GENEVA HARARE ROUTINE
LONDON MADRID ROUTINE
SANTIAGO TOKYO ROUTINE

MFAT (MEA, UNC, ISAC, HRU, LGL, EUR, DP3, DSPl, EAB)

P/S MFA
DEFENCE HQNZDF (DISA, OPS, DDI)
DEFENCE MOD (GENTLES)

SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

Your C25024.

Summary

Following Defence Minister Leotard’s wvisit to 2aire/Rwanda yesterday,
Cooperation Minister Roussin has called for UNAMIR troops to replace the
French as soon as possible.

There is increasing preoccupation with the potential risks the French
forces are facing din Rwanda -~ from the RGA and Hutu militia as well as
from the RPF.

Former head of the anti-terrorist unit in the ElysUe, Paul Barril, has
claimed that he is in possession of the "black box" from the aireraft shot
down on 6 April carrying the former Presidents of Rwanda and Burundi. He
c¢laims the FPR was responsible.

French humanitarian organisations MUdicins Sans Frontilre and MOdicins du
Monde have both called for military intervention to stop the massacres.

Action

For information.

Report

2 French Defence Minister LUotard visited French troops in Zaire and
Rwanda yesterday. Somewhat surprisingly he has so far made little public
comment on the visit, confining himself to noting that "the difficulties
are ahead of us". "We are over the easy bit. There is risk of the

Rwandan Army turning against us.”

3 Today Minister for Cooperation, Roussin, called for the wurgent
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place of the French military operation. (Roussin, Llotard and Balladur
are all thought to have held reservations about the French intervention
with the real push having come from Juppl’s office and the ElysUe).

& t The French media continue to report extensively on Rwanda. A
number of French journalists are now based in Zaire and are accompanying
French troops on sorties into Rwanda. Early reports indicated that the
French had received a warm reception from the Hutu and Rwandan military to
the point that the French were finding it difficult to dissuade the Hutu
that they had not intervened on their behalf. Over the past couple of
days, however, there have been a number of reports of increasing tension
between the French troops and the Rwandan army as the latter come to
appreciate that the French are not there to help them militarily.

5 Speculation continues to exist over claims made by the former head
of the anti-terrorist unit in the ElysUe, Paul Barril published in Le
Monde (28 June), that he is in possession of the "black box" from the
aircraft shot down on 6 April. Dassault, the plane’s manufacturers have
cast doubt

UNCLASSIFIED
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over’ this as has the supposed manufacturer of the black box (Litton).
Barr.i accuses the RPF of being responsible for the attack and is said to
be helping lawyers for former President Habyarimana’'s wife prepare a case
to go before the International Court in The Hague. FM Juppll has responded
to Barril's claims by calling him to hand over whatever he’s in possession
of to the UNSG who has been given the task of conducting an official
investigation into the attack.

6 The same Le Monde article also queried the reasons for the death of
three French nationals in Kigali immediately following the attack on the
former President’s plane. Two were French police and the other a spouse of
one of the French officers. A number of question-marks remain over their
deaths, none of which have been officially addressed.

Comment

7 We will try and seek further comment from our contacts on the
emerging concerns about the safety of the French troops amd report further.

UNCLASSIFIED
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16:51 (5761) 700/0TT/..... Soeeeaa $263.04
FROM: Ottawa c0l1960/0TT 30-Jun-~1994
TO: Wellington Wgtn UNSC Routine
CC: Beijing Bonn Routine
Brussels Canberra Routine
Geneva Harare Routine
London Madrid Routine
Moscow New York Routine
Paris Rome Routine
Tokyo Washington Routine
MFAT (MEA,UNC,ISAC,HRU,LGL,EUR,AMER,SMG,EAB)

DEFENCE HQNZDF (DSIA, OPS, DDI)
DEFENCE MOD

Subject
SECURITY COUNCIL: RWANDA

SUMMARY

DFAIT called a meeting of all resident Ambassadors and
High Commissioners to appeal to all countries to make firm
commitments to UNAMIR TWO asap.

ACTICHN
For information.

REPORT

3 On Wednesday pm (29 June) DFAIT at Deputy Minister level
(ADM Lavertu, Political and International Security Affairs,
and ADM Perron, Africa and Middle East) briefed the
diplomatic corps (Zaire was excluded because of Canadian
concern about Mobutu's role in events) on current
developments in Rwanda, and urged all representatives to
convey a message to their governments about the importance of
redoubling efforts to make firm commitments to UNAMIR TWO.

4 Lavertu noted that Canada understoocd the humanitarian
motives behind the French initiative, but said that a long
term solution had to be found through a full scale UN
operation. Indeed the Chapter 7 humanitarian operation
reinforced the urgency to get UMNAMIR TWO in place on the
ground. It was now essential that the UN obtain a sufficient
force with proper equipment for the task. It was nhoted that
the troop contributors meeting in New York the previous day
(28 June) had been disappointing in that many offers remained
to be confirmed or were conditional, and there had been some
excessive requests for equipment. A further meeting was
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planné4 for 5 July.

5 Perron said that the tragedy on a gigantic scale in

Rwanda had a significant impact on the whole region. The
credibility of the UN was at stake. There was the desperate
humanitarian need within Rwanda itself. The authorities in

Burundi deserved congratulations and support in their efforts
to hold together a very fragile situation. Tanzania had been
very supportive of the Arusha process and had taken in over
three guarters of a million refugees. It had to be
acknowledged that it would take many years to rebuild the
structure and soul of the country, but immediate help was
needed from the international community.

6 Perron said that Rwanda's designated prime minister Mr
Twagiramungu supported the UN operations, and had a role to
play in reunifying the people of the country. He also noted
that Canada remained wvery concerned that the Rwandan
government radio continued to attack UNAMIR, as the
international community regquired a supportive climate for
success.

7 Admiral Murray, Deputy Chief of Defence Staff reported
that Canada's contribution of up to 350 communications
experts was intended to ensure that UNAMIR had effective
communications and command and control structures. The unit
was 1in training, and there was a 15 person reconnaissance
unit in Rwanda. The unit would be ready to deploy by mid
July.

8 Admiral Murray said that the prospects of General
bDallaire renegotiating the opening of Kilgali airport looked
reasonably promising. The intention was that UNAMIR would
deploy initially in Kilgali, and then move into the south and
west which was the area of greatest humanitarian need. There
were up to two million displaced persons in Rwanda. The
multinational force was undertaking helicopter surveys to
identify key areas of need, and the commanders of the two
forces would be meeting shortly. The humanitarian situation
behind RPF lines was seen to be less critical, and NGO's were
also operating in those zones.

COMMENT

9 Canada is clearly concerned about what they see as pretty
negative prospects for UNAMIR TWO coming together in the next
month or two, and decided on this event to do their bit to
add to the pressure. We understand the French Embassy
expressed a concern about possible negative reactions, but in
the event no negative sentiments were expressed. A number of
representatives made predictable remarks in support of UNAMIR
and DFAIT's initiative.

End Message
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