
Council Topic I: Rwanda and the Arusha Peace Agreement 

 

Topic Overview 

The deteriorating situation in Rwanda is a case study for the causes of ethnic tension 

and genocide globally. Members of the international community have watched for decades as 

violence between the Hutu and Tutsi populations escalated into widespread violence, 

impacting the nation of Rwanda in all facets of society. The situation brings into question the 

responsibility of the international community to intervene in civil conflict where the line is 

drawn between national jurisdiction and global responsibility to humanity. The decisions 

made by the Security Council and the international community as a whole will establish a 

global precedent for responding to civil conflict and ethnic violence for many generations to 

come. 

The United Nations Security Council serves as the only international peacekeeping 

body on the globe with the capacity to provide physical manpower to ameliorate the 

situation. The responsibility to take action when signs of genocide are noted falls under the 

jurisdiction of the United Nations since the close of World War II. 

The actions the United Nations Security Council chooses to take this weekend will set 

the precedent for how the United Nations and the global community should respond to civil 

conflict for the future. The response taken by this body could serve to either legitimize or 

disgrace the image of the United Nations as having the capacity to create true peace in the 

world. 

 
Historical Background (1884-1990) 

 

At the 1884 Berlin Conference, international political leaders decided the fate of two 

small African nations. Despite having never visited these locations, international leaders 

declared Rwanda and Burundi part of German East Africa. As a result of the nation's’ 

strategic location at the juncture of the German, Belgian and British empires, Rwanda and 

Belgium served as a battleground for colonial interests. 



Into the 19th century, the Germans ruled Rwanda indirectly through the pre-existent 

governing structures. In pursuit of retaining power, the German occupants regularly 

conducted military operations against Hutu chiefs, who previously controlled local power. 

The German occupants further began exploiting the land for coffee exports, generating vast 

revenue coupled with that generated from cash taxes. With both political influence and 

steady cash flow, the Germans held a strong position in Rwanda at the start of the century. 

At the close of World War I, on August 23rd, 1923, the League of Nations mandated 

the strategic African nation be placed under Belgian occupation. Unlike the Germans indirect 

method of control, the Belgian government ruled Rwanda through the ubuhake system which 

had existed in the country since the fifteenth century. Through the ubuhake system, Tutsi 

lords harnessed Hutu labor at the benefit of the colonial administration and the increasingly 

consolidating Tutsi aristocracy. As a result, the pre-existent system of social servitude 

coupled with colonial influence further severed the socioeconomic divide between the Hutu 

and Tutsi ethnic groups within the nation. 

With the creation of the United Nations at the close of World War II, the 

international community moved to drastically reduce colonial presences across the globe.
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The colonial influence of the Belgians was forced to transform under UN mandate to a 

trusteeship with integration of nationals into government. In response, the Belgian 

government instituted a Ten Year Development Plan, inclusive of measures of socioeconomic 

and political reform, bolstering the power and influence of nationals in government. However, 

by increasing the political presence of the Tutsi aristocracy, the Ten Year Development Plan 

reinforced the superior stance of the Tutsi minority over the Hutu majority throughout the 

country. Heightened ethnic tensions boiled into seven years of civil conflict between the Hutu 

and Tutsi populations. 

In 1959, repeated instances of violence between the two groups hit a new high. The 

government declared a state of emergency, drawing military forces from nearby Democratic 

Republic of the Congo to settle the violence. Discussions among leaders of the international 

Trusteeship Council and the United Nations General Assembly looked for solutions to 

building conflict, particularly through the creation of a united Rwanda-Burundi state. 

However before the unification could come to fruition, the Belgian government recognized 

an independent state of Rwanda with the intent of withholding influence in the nation. On 

September 25th 1960, the Rwandan monarchy was abolished, and the previous effective 

Tutsi power under King Tutsi Mwami ends. By vote of the General Assembly, the Belgian 

Trusteeship Agreement is officially terminated June 27th, 1962. Rwanda is officially an 

independent state and the historic continuity of Tutsi power is effectively a thing of the past. 1 

An analysis of the nation of Rwanda demands a solid understanding of words “Hutu” 

and “Tutsi”, two ethnic groups whose relations continue to define every aspect of society in 

Rwanda. The two ethnic demographics combined make up 99% of the population in Rwanda 

and maintain a presence in neighboring Burundi and the Congo as well. 
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The Tutsi people date back to the 

historical Cushite population, who migrated to 

Rwanda from the southern Ethiopian 

highlands. The Tutsi population are a 

minority in Rwanda, having never 

exceeded 15% of the national population. 

Historically, Tutsi people are known to be 

“cattle-herding warriors”. The Tutsi 

aristocracy established control over the 

Hutu and Twa, another minority 

demographic, by the fifteenth century 

through the ubuhake system and support 

from colonial influences. The Hutu people 

make up the majority of the Rwandan 

population. The Hutus settled in the Great Lakes region of Central Africa far before the Tutsi 

people between five hundred and one thousand BC. Historically the Hutus are known to be 

agricultural farmers, living in large family units and living off the land provided to them by a 

Tutsi lord. 

As mentioned previously, the ubuhake system increased the divide between the Hutu 

and Tutsi ethnic groups. By literal definition, ubuhake means “work for access to land” and 

translated in real time to Hutu work on Tutsi land in order for access to it. Colonial presence 



2     https://modernhistoryproject2012.wordpress.com/history-of-hutu-tutsi-relations/ 
 

of the Belgian officials served to increase the ethnic divide. In the early nineteenth century, 

Belgian officials began to use eugenics in order to justify the socioeconomic differences 

between Tutsi and Hutu people. For example, measurements of skull size, height and skin 

tone were used to legitimize the control of the Tutsi minority, with Belgian support, over the 

Hutu majority. As a result of Belgian increase in coffee production among other exports in 

order to generate greater revenue from the colonial territory, treatment of the Hutu laborers 

significantly declined. As an example, it was averaged a Hutu farmer was given 

approximately ten lashes a day before beginning to work in order to establish a solid, work 

ethic. 

In 1954, an independence movement began throughout 

the country. Future president Gregoire Kayibanda voiced his 

Hutu Manifesto, which in conjunction to the demands for an 

independent Rwandan state also demands political power for 

the Hutu people. Gregoire Kayibanda and the Hutu Manifesto 

found a major advocate in the Roman Catholic Church. The 

Church encouraged Kayibanda to make his social movement 

a political standing, lending to the creation of two political 

parties supporting his agenda; APROSOMA, L’Association 

pour la Promotion Sociale des Masses, and RADER, La 

Rassemblement Democratique Rwandais. Following the 

King’s death, his half-brother pushed forward a single 

political party that supported independence and the Hutu 

manifesto known as Parmehutu, Parti du Mouvement de 



2     https://modernhistoryproject2012.wordpress.com/history-of-hutu-tutsi-relations/ 
 

l’Emancipation Hutu. Violence increased throughout the 

country when Belgian Commando Colonel Logiest assisted 

in organizing a Hutu led massacre of thousands of Tutsi individuals. The massive shift in the 

political atmosphere coupled with increasing violence throughout the county forced nearly 

three hundred thousand Tutsi to flee Rwanda into neighboring countries such as Burundi, 

Uganda, and the Democratic Republic of the Congo. Between 1954 and 1959, the few years 

prior to the declaration of a state of emergency, violent outbreaks between the Hutus and 

Tutsis increased exponentially.2
 

Unfortunately, the declaration of an independent state did not bring an end to the 

violence throughout the country. Gregoire Kayibanda was made president in 1962 and 

reelected in 1969, controlling the country through an entirely new constitution. The 

Parmehetu was renamed the MDR, Mouvement Democratique Republicain, and served as the 

ruling party throughout Kayibanda’s presidency. Gregoire Kayibanda’s presidency and the 

overwhelming presence of Hutus in power indicated a powerful role reversal in Rwanda, 

destabilizing all preexisting social structures and norms. As the Hutus centralized power post-

independence, the Tutsi people mass emigrated from Rwanda. While his agenda originally 

centrally supported Hutu liberation, Kayibanda increasingly supported anti Tutsi legislation. 

Once such example of racially dividing legislation established a 10% quota for Tutsi 

individuals in schools, universities, and civil service positions. 



 

The rule of President Gregoire Kayibanda came to a halt in 1973. Major General Juvenal 

Habyarimana led a military coup, suspending the constitution partially and dissolving the 

existing National Assembly. Despite leading a coup, Habyarimana served as a moderate 

Hutu. The standards and policies of the government remained largely the same as that under 

Kayibanda. Le Mouvement Revolutionnaire National pour le Development served as the 

ruling political party between 1975 and 1994 and Habyarimana was reelected in 1983 as well 

as 1988. 

In direct response to the single ruling party of Hutu interest, the MRND, the Tutsis in 

exile consolidated power. Rwandan Tutsis in exile formed the Rwandan Alliance for 

National Unity from their position of refuge in Kenya. The name of the political party would 

later be changed to the Rwandan Patriotic Front and became a voice of advocacy supporting 

the welfare of Tutsi refugees and campaigning for the fight against the MRND. 3 

 

Current Situation (1990- February 4th 1994) 

Political rivalry shifted to bloodshed in the years leading up to 1990 as the Rwandan 

Patriotic Front gained strength and experience from their home base in Uganda. Civil war 

between the two major forces began when the Rwandan Patriotic Front moved on the 

offensive. By September of 1990, the Tutsi group had conquered a large portion of the 

Northern territory in Rwanda. Tutsi 

nationals throughout Rwanda were 

identified by the Rwandan Patriotic Front 

as allies while Hutu nationals or any other 

individual thought to be against the RPF 

were identified as the enemy.4
 

The Rwandan Patriotic Front was a force 



 

to be reckoned with, many members 

having fought as part of the Resistance 

Army in Uganda years before. Some 

analysts suggest that without French 

intervention, the RPF could have swiftly 

taken over the Habyarimana government. 

Yet as an ally of Habyarimana with vested 

interest in the region, French forces 

intervened in the worsening situation. In 

October of 1990, the French seized the Rwandan international airport from RPF occupancy 

and harnessed the location as military base. In the attempt to reestablish control in the 

county, nearly 8,000 Tutsis were arrested in the Kigali region. It was reported a number of 

pogroms were created in the countryside in order to systematically execute Tutsi people. The 

French supplied both arms and military advisors to the nation of Rwanda, expanding the 

army from 5,000 to 30,000 people in just a few years. French presence became that much 

more influential in 1992 when French Lieutenant Colonel Chollet also became President 

Habyarimana chief of staff. Interahamwe, organizations of local militias, received training 
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from French personnel at the Afficher Central Base in Kigali as well as French weapons to 

combat the Rwandan Patriotic Front.5
 

Despite French efforts, violence throughout Rwanda continued. Beatings, rapings, 

and murders were reported frequently. It was noted local militias would often move around 

the countryside carrying an assortment of weapons including but not limited to clubs and 

staves, in search of Tutsi people. Civilians frequently found themselves caught in the 

crossfire of the civil conflict. Radio broadcasts and television messages encouraged violence 

against the Rwandan Patriotic Front in order to preserve the nation. The distribution of arms 

to civilians coupled with military training of militias meant the violence between ethnic 

groups retained no bounds. The list of opposition leaders to execute grew in parallel fashion 

to violence spreading throughout the country. 

A multitude of parties hold vested interest in the current situation in Rwanda. The 

French forces, historically contributing arms, military training, and funds, support the 

Rwandan Army and virtually hold a de-facto political position. The Belgian government 

pushes for a power sharing agreement between the Rwandan government and the Rwandan 

Patriotic Front. The Organization of African Unity, in the hopes of demonstrating their own 

capacity to preserve regional peace also pushed for a power sharing agreement between 

factions. In response to these pressures, President Habyarimana allowed for multi-party 

politics in June 1991 as well as brought moderate Hutus into his cabinet in 1992. 

Talks of peace between the Rwandan government and the Rwandan Patriotic Front 

began on July 12, 1992 and continued through June 24, 1993 through the process known as 

the Arusha Negotiations. A final week of conclusive solution-oriented discussion between 

July 19th and July 25th resulted in the creation of the Arusha Accords, a tentative peace 

agreement between the two hostile parties. Facilitated by the United States, France, and the 

Organization of African Unity, the agreement calls for a broad-based transitional 

government, inclusive of the Rwandan Patriotic Front as well as five other political parties. 



 

At its core, the Arusha Accords focuses on two major facets of power sharing between the 

two bodies; demobilization and reintegration of their armies. 

The process of creating the peace agreement was riddled with a multitude of 

challenges. Firstly, immense underlying distrust among parties at the negotiating table 

created major disagreements. The government at present lacks the necessary funding in order 

to bring to fruition the peace oriented programs outlined in the document. The two militaries, 

as a result of decades as fighting on opposite sides of battle, found the thought of integration 

to be an impossibility. Political tensions between factions of the two major sides prevented 

the allowance of a single force to create peace in the region. 

In conjunction with the Arusha Accords, the United Nations Security Council 

Resolution 872 was meant to create peace in Rwanda. The resolution supports the 

aforementioned accords, reading “Welcomes signing of the Arusha Peace Agreement on 

August 4th, 1993”. The resolution furthermore moved to, “establish a peacekeeping 

operation under the name “United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda” (UNAMIR) for a 

period six months subject to the proviso that it will be extended beyond the initial ninety 

days only upon a review by the Council based on a report from the Secretary General as to 
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whether or not substantive progress has been made toward the implementation of the Arusha 

Peace Agreement”. Troops began deploying to Kigali late last year. 

At this time, in November of 1993, the thin strings that held together the Arusha 

Peace Accords were torn when a massacre broke out in the Ruhengeri region. The divide 

between the Rwandan Patriotic Front and the Rwandan government became that much larger, 

resulting in an absolute refusal to participate in the outlined power sharing joint commission. 

It is now obvious to the international community that the measures documented in the Arusha 

Accords are not sufficient in bridging the historical socioeconomic, ethnic gap between the 

major fighting demographics in Rwanda. Political parties, since the Ruhengeri massacre, 

have continued to increase training of local militias and distribute weapons to civilians 

deemed allies in preparation for anticipated fighting. Members of the international 

community have refused to provide humanitarian or developmental aid until the outlined 

transitional government is installed.67
 

At this point in time, the international community is beginning to note disturbing 

trends in the situation in Rwanda, trends which lend to the potential for civil conflict to 

become a full fledged genocide. Firstly, there is a clear societal otherization and 

demonization between the Hutu and Tutsi people, evident in Rwanda’s existence as a 

historically bipolar society. Second, there is evidence of symbolization as a means of 

objectifying the other group of individuals. As an example, codewords were substituted for 

Hutu and Tutsi in Burundi for the two groups despite being forbidden words until 1980. 

Third, there is evidence of dehumanization of the other side through publications, radio 

broadcasts, television messages in the language directed at the Tutsi people. Fourth, the 

Rwandan government has been organized in the fight against the Rwandan Patriotic Front 

and the Tutsi people, evident in the training and consolidation of the Interahamwe. Fifth, 

there appears to be increasing polarization between the Hutu and Tutsi people. The largely 

Hutu government continues to produce polarizing propaganda and the creation of anti-Tutsi 



 

legislation. These a five clear signs delegates should consider when discussing the future of 

the Rwandan people.8
 

Here the leaders of the international community stand at a crossroad. Non-stop 

bloodshed ravages throughout Rwanda. There exists deeply ingrained ethnic hatred between 

the Hutu and Tutsi people. Infrastructure is destroyed and the opportunity for prosperity, let 

alone measure stability for civilians, is nowhere to be found. The Arusha Agreement has 

taken virtually no effect and the tension between political and social factions rises. UN troops 

begin to arrive however little growth has been made in the first months of 1994. Warning 

signs scream potential for genocide if action is not taken soon. The question is; what will the 

United Nations Security Council, as a peace making international actor, do in order to resolve 

this mess? 

 
 

Bloc Positions 

The international community is largely divided on how to respond to the civil conflict 

in Rwanda. Some parties feel intervention breaches the nation’s right to sovereignty while 

others feel the situation will only continue to escalate without a third party presence. 

Neighboring African nations of Burundi and the Democratic Republic of the Congo 

find themselves in situations parallel to that in Rwanda, widespread interethnic violence 

between Hutu and Tutsi people. As mentioned previously, the Organization of African Unity 

and its members push for a power-sharing resolution between the Rwandan Patriotic Front 

and the Rwandan Government both in order to stop spillover conflict as well as to legitimize 

the organization as a peace keeping body on the African continent. African nations are 

wholly concerned with securing borders to prevent spillover conflict as well as resolving 

violence within their own borders, however often lack the resources to accomplishes these 

necessary security measures. 

The French government serves as an ally of President Habyarimana. As mentioned 



 

previously, the French government has been for years supplying arms, money and training 

personnel to the Rwandan militias. As early as 1990 French troops were on the ground 

actively engaging as a third party in the civil conflict. 

The United States views the national civil conflict as just that, a national civil 

conflict. The inability for past peace efforts to be effective makes the United States hesitant if 

not completely opposed to intervention at this time. Widespread civil violence is a dangerous 

environment for UN peacekeepers, who could do little to change the tide of the conflict. The 

United States does not find authorizing UN reinforcements or United States resources would 

be an appropriate means of responding to the crisis. It should be noted that prior to the 

escalation of violence in Rwanda, the United States engaged in an active mission in Somalia, 

resulting in little growth and the sacrifice of a number of American troops. These horrific 

images remain in the eyes and hearts of the United States people as the situation in Rwanda 

unfolds.9
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Discussion Questions 

1. What responsibilities does the international community have to intervene in national 

civil conflict? 

2. What right does a nation have to resist intervention on the basis of national 

sovereignty? 

3. In what ways can the United Nations intervene in conflict zone such as Rwanda 

without putting peacekeepers lives in danger? 

4. How did the Arusha Peace Agreement fail to resolve the situation in Rwanda? In 

what ways was the Arusha Peace Agreement effective? 

5. What steps need to be taken in order to bolster Rwandan infrastructure? 

6. Are some nations more responsible than others for intervening in Rwanda? For 

example, do nations who previously had a colonial presence in the country have a 

greater responsibility to resolve the present conflict? 

 

 

Key Terms 

Hutu- The majority population in Rwanda in 1994, historically settled in the Great Lakes 

region of Central Africa far before the Tutsi people between five hundred and one thousand 

BC 

Tutsi- The minority population in Rwanda in 1994, historically known to be “cattle-herders” 

who migrated to Rwanda from the southern Ethiopian highlands 

Ubuhake- historic social order in Rwanda through which Hutus were granted protection, 

cattle and use of land from their Tutsi lords in exchange for labor and a share of produce 

Le Mouvement Revolutionnaire National pour le Developpement (MRND) or National 

Revolutionary Movement for Development (NRMD)- ruling party in Rwanda following a 



 

military coup between 1975 and 1994, led by President Juvenal Habyarimana and largely 

dominated by Hutus 

Rwandan Patriotic Front-formerly the Rwandese Alliance for National Unity, composed of 

Tutsi refugees who launched offensive in Rwanda in October of 1990 

United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda- created on October 5, 1993 as an 

implementation mechanism for the Arusha Peace Agreement, authorized 2,500 UN 

peacekeepers in the region to aid in making peace between Hutus and Tutsis 

Genocide- defined by the 1948 Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime 

of Genocide as "any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in 

part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group … ", including; killing members of the 

group, causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group, deliberately inflicting 

on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or 

in part, imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group, forcibly transferring 

children of the group to another group”10
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Topic II: The Serbian Question 

 

 

Topic Overview 

Since the post WWII borders of 

Yugoslavia were established, 

tensions have risen, including serious 

acts of violence between religious 

and ethnic groups, namely Christians 

and Muslims and Serbians, Croats, 

and Bosnians. Now this area is engulfed in war that began three years ago with the purpose of partition 

Bosnia and Herzegovina to three respect republics: Bosnia and Herzegovina (Bosniaks), Republika 

Srpska (Bosnian Serbs), and Herzeg-

Bosnia (Serbs and Croats). Since then the UN has established both “safe areas” and “no fly zones” as a 

means of ensuring safety without encroaching on sovereignty. 1 

 

Historical Background 

The Yugoslav bloc has had a history of changing religious majorities. Since the Ottoman Empires 

annexation of the land in the 15th century, a large Muslim population has lived in the area, however, by 

the end of 18th century, after 300 years of small territorial wars, the area became majority Christian. In 

1876, Serbia and Montenegro declared war on the Ottoman Empire and Bosnia and Herzegovina was 

occupied by Austria-Hungary creating further religious dissonance between Muslims in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina and Christians in Serbia and Montenegro. 2 

 In 1912 the First Balkan War erupted and just a year later the Second Balkan war broke out, 

although it only lasted one month. This localized conflict, however, created and environment that 

encouraged violence and protests, so when the Archduke Franz Ferdinand visited Bosnia and 
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Herzegovina in 1914, a group of anti-Austria-Hungry extremist planned to assassinate him.3 The death 

of the Archduke would eventually lead to WWI, although Bosnia and Herzegovina would remain until 

the control of Austria-Hungry throughout the duration of the War. Post-war boundaries established the 

Kingdom of Yugoslavia, renamed Yugoslavia in 1929, and broke Bosnia and Herzegovina into four 

separate provinces that completely eliminated any formal boundaries for Bosnia and Herzegovina by 

1939 when it was absorbed by Croatia. The fascist movement within Croatia during WWII targeted 

Bosnian Jews and Serbs, killing more than 14,000 Jews and holding tens of thousands more in 

concentration camps. 4 

During WWII, there was also a civil war in Bosnia and Herzegovina between the to leading 

oppositions to the Croat slaughter, the Royalist and communist Partisans. In April of 1945 the communist 

party was established as the legitimate government for the country. Between 1945 and 1960 the Republic 

of Yugoslavia eliminated any cultural Muslim traditions and oppressed the Bosniaks (Muslim Bosnians) 

in Bosnian and Herzegovina, however, they eventually recognized Muslims as an ethnic subdivision 

within the country in 1991. After periods of intense economic turmoil and disorder after the break down 

of the Soviet Union in 1991, Serbs and Croats began grabbing land and establishing self-autonomous 

regions within Bosnia and Herzegovina. 5 

The Bosnian War began in 1992 after both Croatia and Slovenia were granted independence and 

sub groups of Croats and Serbs within Bosnia began fighting over the correct partitioning of the land 

upon independence. 6 

 

Current Situation 
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On April 7th 1992 Bosnian Serbs 

began attacking Sarajevo, the capital 

of Bosnia and Herzegovina, after the US officially recognized Bosnia and Herzegovina’s independence.7 

In November of 1991 the Security 

Council passed a resolution that 

showed deep concern for the effect 

peoples and called for member states 

implement an arms embargo for 

Yugoslavia and in December they 

approved the usage of a small 

personal envoy,8 but it wasn’t until 

February of 1992 that UNPORFOR 

(United Nation Protection Forces) 

was implemented.9 Intense fighting 

continued, however, and in May of 1992 the UN Security Council called for the creation of a no-fly zone 

and for member nations to limit any and all diplomatic relations with Serbia.10 While the UN has outlined 

many procedures, they were rarely adhered to by many member states, and seemed rather ineffective 

especially after many UNPORFOR personnel were pulled out of Bosnia and Herzegovina by late May 

due to safety risks.11  

Until 1993, the war was mostly between Bosnian Serbs and Bosniaks (the Muslims within 

Bosnia), but in January of 1993 the alliance between Croats and Bosniaks fell apart and now all three 

parties (Serbs, Croats, and Bosniaks) are fighting with each other. The United Nations strongly urged the 

removal of military presence of Croats and Serb soldiers in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and while many 

military troops were retracted, large police forces remained within Bosnia’s borders.12 The first mention 
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of ethnic cleansing by the UN resolution in April on 1993 and another resolution later the same month 

condemned systematic raping of women.13 In May, UNPORFOR was strengthen with additional military 

personnel stationed in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, and Croatia as a response to the speculation of 

ethnic cleansing. In June of 1993 the UN called to member states to aid the peacekeeping forces in former 

Yugoslavia and also authorized the use of air strikes on behalf of the UN.14 Currently, most resolutions 

are aimed at facilitating a ceasefire and setting up diplomatic talks within the region, however, Bosnia’s 

reluctance to give up land in diplomatic talks with Serbia and Croatia have halted success with these talks. 

 

Bloc Positions  

The major divide of alliances is based on the importance of sovereignty to a country. This 

argument becomes especially relevant considering the recent history of the Cold War and the influence 

that both the United States and the Soviet Union had in deciding sweeping political decisions for smaller 

countries, using them as pawns in a large ideological war. Many smaller nations still hold resentment 

against either Russia or the US and that was a large piece of their chosen alliances during this period of 

time.  

 

Russia: Russia’s international politics always stresses the need for state sovereignty and the 

Bosnian War is no different. Russia still maintains great relations with Serbia and has vowed to support 

the sovereignty of Serbia and keep the influence of other nations, particular Western, out of the Serbian 

decisions. It is also important to note that Russia is transitioning from the Soviet Union, as the fall of the 

USSR instigated many wars in the area. Russia’s economy is weak and they have limited resources to aid 

either the UN or Serbia. Potential allies would be China, many former Soviet states, and post-colonial 

war-torn regions of Africa. 

USA: After George H.W. Bush presented the idea of a ‘New World Order’ in 1991 the United 

States had a commitment to ensure humanitarian rights for every global citizen, however, this was put to 

the test as the Bosnian war, Somali Civil War, and Rwandan Genocide all began at roughly the same 

                                                           
13 https://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N93/222/97/IMG/N9322297.pdf?OpenElement 
14 https://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N93/361/06/IMG/N9336106.pdf?OpenElement 



 

point in time. Foreign policy was additional rattled by the election of 1992 in which Bill Clinton took 

office from George H.W. Bush in the middle of major international conflict. The American people were 

also exhausted of hearing about or the potential for war after finally ending the Cold War. Potential allies 

would be most of Western Europe. 

China: While the Chinese government remained quiet during the Bosnian War they have also 

shown a commitment to respect of state sovereignty, especially after the Cold War politics allowed for 

both the United States and Russia to meddle in their political establishment. After a period of shaking 

relations with Russia, China began perusing strong relations with Russia and would thus side more 

strongly with them on the issue of the Bosnian War; however, China is also experiencing a great recession 

and is unable to fully commit to supporting a costly war. Potential allies would be communist countries 

and Russia.  

France: Similar to the US, France sees the injustice of the Bosnian War, yet is unsure on how to 

react and remained mostly unresponsive throughout the war. France is, however, relatively active in the 

UNPORFOR troops with two of the four major generals being French and a large percentage of the solider 

themselves being French. Potential allies would be Western Europe and the US.  

United Kingdom:  Much like other powerful nations, the UK recognizes the gravity of the 

casualties in Bosnia, but without a precedent of action in situations like these, is unaware of the proper 

strategy. The United Kingdom was not as involved as the United States or Soviet Union in the Cold War, 

but has a long history of colonialism that has soured many relationships. Potential allies would be Western 

European nations and the United States.  

 

Key Words 

• Safe Zones 

• Bosniak  

• Genocide 

• Yugoslav Bloc 

• New World Order 

 



 

Discussion Questions 

1. What level of sovereignty needs to be maintained in situations like this? 

2. Why is it so difficult to label a war as genocide? Why man many countries not want to do so?  

3. What is the best way to ensure the continuation of peace in this region? 

4. Have safe zones and no fly zones been an affective way of establishing peace? Should the UN 

take a more aggressive approach?  
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Topic III: Restoration of Democracy in Haiti 

 

Topic Overview 

 Though only holding a third of the island of Hispaniola, Haiti is instrumental in trade, 

combatting illicit activities, and the defense of the continent due to its proximity to the center 

of the Caribbean. In spite of the 

regional stability benefits that come 

with a stable Haiti, the world has done 

little to soothe the turmoil Haiti is 

going through. After the free and fair 

election of Jean-Bertrand Aristide 

(Image 2 with former President Bush) 

in 1991. Haiti seemed to be on the 

mend after the election, Aristide is liberation theologist, populist, and anti-corruption making 

him a champion of the Haitian poor and middle class. Still his actions weren’t popular with all 

members of the Haitian state, only 8 Months after his election he was deposed by the Haitian 

military, lead primarily by General Raoul Cedras, Commander and chief of the Haitian 

military. Aristide in the face of death fled Haiti with the assistance of Venezuelan and 

American officials leading to his escape to Venezuela and exile in the USA. Haiti has not been 

completely ignored by the international community, but minimal actions have been taken. 

Haiti has had sanctions directed at it as well as has had membership suspended by the 

Organization of American States (OAS) and the Caribbean Community (CARICOM), both of 

which are organizations in which Haiti had moderate influence. The UN has not been silent 

though as action has been taken with resolutions such as UN Resolution 841 which have 

frozen assets and established multiple embargoes on goods, but still the Haitian military state 

survives through illegal transactions ,such as narcotic trafficking, and abuse of aid for citizens. 

Minimal action has been taken because of the UN’s mission to only intervene when there is a 



 

clear and present danger for the safety of other states and the protest of many states to force 

against other states. Now with increased tensions as different states seek unilateral action and 

illegal substances flow from Haitian ports the world is calling for immediate UN action against 

the illegitimate Cedras regime. 

 

Historical Background 

UN action in the defense of Haiti must not be to rash and must take into account the 

volatile history of Haiti. After the struggle for independence from France (Image 1), Haiti 

continued to suffer oppression. From independence to the 1910’s Haiti saw an assortment of 

coups that resulted in dictatorships, military states, and multiple assassinations of presidents 

and other political leaders. 

Then after a hundred years 

of chaos the United States 

occupied Haiti after 

defaulting on its debts, the 

invading American forces 

were met with animosity and fueled nationalism within Haiti. Though the United States was 

seen as an imperialist force by the Haitian people and government, the USA left Haiti in a 

more advantageous position than when they had entered. US occupation lasted for 19 years, 

within that time Haiti’s infrastructure was improved with the establishments of roads and 

school and their economy was stabilized to avoid defaulting on any debts in the future. The 

most prominent change that was implemented was the attempted establishment of an apolitical 

military with the creation of Garde d’Haïti. Though left with hopes of stability, from 1934-

1946 Haiti returned to their corrupt state, made worse by a continuous purging of Garde 

d’Haïti causing the military to become heavily involved in politics. This resulted in the first 

ever military junta in Haiti, since American occupation, as the military supported the popular 



 

1946 revolution and forced new elections. After a brief stint with a communist president and 

its subsequent removal by the military and elite, Haiti entered a relatively stable period under 

and assortment of two strong man governments lead by François Duvalier and his son until 

1986. During Duvalier’s democratic dictatorship he continued purging the military leaving it 

as mostly yes men and corrupt officials. The Duvaliers reigned strong until once again the 

people rose up against them, and with support of the military the regime was removed. These 

actions then caused the subsequent election of Aristide in 1991 and the subsequent coups. 

Before his inauguration Duvalier supports attempted their own coup on January 6th, but were 

later suppressed by the military. Even with the suppression of the coup the military was 

unsupportive of the Aristide government. Aristide implemented socialist policies and cracked 

down on narcotics trafficking, which the military had been supporting for monetary benefit. As 

well, Aristide sought to curb military strength by decreasing funding and establishing his own 

personal guard. These actions brought about the current situation in which the Cedras regime 

launched a coup and has ruled Haiti for three years. 

 

Current situation 

As a third year of the military regime is 

witnessed, the world is seeing more and more of 

the horrors which now fuels the necessity for 

action. Human rights in Haiti are in more 

jeopardy and further suppressed than the 

majority of previous dictatorships. The regime 

has been heavily suppressing the poor and 

middle class because of their support for Aristide, many common citizens are killed by death 

squads or disappeared causing an atmosphere of fear. The UN has been able to approve the UN 

mission in Haiti (Image 3 Peruvian peacekeepers), but the UN peacekeepers lack any ability to 



 

infringe on Haitian sovereignty and must only look on and assist survivors of the persecution 

by the corrupt regime. Even Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) are victim to the 

slaughter and disappearing of people 

as they are not under the protection 

of the UN. Still, many UN and NGO 

investigations can only go skin deep 

as the Cedras regime is restrictive of 

an outsider’s ability to act in Haiti. 

Now without the hindrance of 

government the military has turned Haiti into a hub of shipping illegal narcotics, using its 

position to take advantage of the US war on drugs. The UN has still taken aggressive action 

with Un resolution 841 as previously mentioned, but sanctions have only gone so far as to only 

force the military regime to find other means of obtaining funding for their state and abuse of 

aid to the Haitian citizens. Through this trafficking of narcotics and abuse of the citizens we 

are now witnessing a continuation of a Central American refugee crisis in which military states 

have forced the uprooting of many citizens. Just within the first two years of the military 

regime 40,000 Haitian citizens have attempted entrance into just the USA as refugees. Many 

more refugees flee to other Latin American countries (Image 5 Refugees in Cuba), as many are 

sent back by the USA. Now with heavy sanctions from the UN, OAS, and USA the regime 

may be willing to negotiate, but all of this is taken with a grain of salt as the last attempt at 

negotiation saw the regime return to Haiti and enact the Raboteau massacre. It is up to the UN 

for what actions should be taken, Haiti lacks some key exceptions for heavy UN intervention 

as being mostly a regional threat. 

 

 

Bloc Positions 



 

With the end of the cold war this Haitian crisis is one of the first times there won’t be a 

division based solely between the Soviet Union and USA. 

Interventionist bloc: This group of states is heavily in favor of any means necessary to 

remove the Cedras regime. The bloc is highly debating stricter and more direct measures 

against the regime as previous diplomatic actions have failed. Still this bloc holds out with 

some optimism of a diplomatic solution, but may threaten unilateral action if this blockage 

continues. It consists primarily of the west and US allies. 

Diplomatic Bloc: Primarily Latin American countries and Anti-Western states, these 

states believe heavily in the necessity of diplomatic legitimacy in the return of power to a 

democratic institution. Many of these states seek multilateral action, more peace keeping 

forces, and harder sanctions. Some just wish to avoid the establishment of a US precedence of 

intervention in this post-soviet era. 

Neutral bloc: An assortment of states who are unaffected by the crisis in Haiti but may 

be swayed to agree with other blocs. Many of these states just want immediate action to act on 

different crisis’ pertaining more to their nation. 

 

Discussion Questions 

•How does Haitian history influence the viability of some common resolution ideas? 

•To what extent do the Haitian people want outside intervention considering their 

current state? Keep in mind both the benefits of intervention but also its history of occupation. 

•Can Cedras and the Haitian military be trusted in restoring democracy as others have 

before them? 

•How can the refugee crisis be stemmed? How can we alleviate their plight? 

•How should a new government in Haiti look? Will there be compromise between the 

two sides or will we see a complete shift of power? 

•Can the UN mission in Haiti be empowered to do more than just watch as human 



 

rights are violated? 

•What can be done to ensure the safety of NGO workers from being disappeared, 

jailed, or killed? 

•Should the UN turn a blind eye if another state wants to take unilateral action? 

 

Key Terms 

Jean-Bertrand Aristide: Popularly elected president of Haiti who implemented socialist 

and populist policies. He is a former Priest and supporter of Central American liberation 

theology. 

Raoul Cedras: Commander and chief of the army under Aristide who then obtained 

power as dictator of Haiti through a coup against Aristide.  

UN resolution 841: The first UN action to take concrete action against Cedras’ regime. 

It froze the assets of many individuals in Haiti and as well established a strict arms embargo. 

Garde d’Haïti: Established as an apolitical institution, but was purged by many 

presidents and leaders of Haiti to the point where the military is now instrumental in the 

Haitian political climate. 

1946 revolution: A popular revolution by Haitian citizens which also marked the first 

instance of major military involvement in a coup. 

Death squads and disappearing: Both were common means for Central American 

military states to maintain control. Death squads would kill opposition while some dissidents 

would be disappeared, also known as kidnapping of dissidents causing them to disappear off 

the face of the earth. 

UN mission in Haiti: A mission approved in 1993 which has provided a lot of aid to 

Haitian citizens but also is unable to stop the killings of innocent people. 

Raboteau massacre: One of the largest massacres by the Cedras regime. The regime 

slaughtered an entire shanty town of Aristide supports. 



 

 

Resources 

http://www.historyworld.net/wrldhis/PlainTextHistories.asp?historyid=ab41 

http://www.nationsonline.org/oneworld/History/Haiti-history.htm 

https://documents-dds-

ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N93/354/58/IMG/N9335458.pdf?OpenElement 

http://www.infoplease.com/encyclopedia/world/haiti-history.html 

http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/haiti/politics-cedras-1991.htm 

http://digitalcommons.salve.edu/dissertations/AAI9808224/ 

https://www.cidh.oas.org/annualrep/77eng/Haiti1992.htm  

http://www.nytimes.com/1992/01/09/world/accord-reported-to-end-haiti-crisis.html  
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Topic IV:Arab and Israeli Conflict 

 

Topic Overview 

Despite the history of conflict over the last half-century, there appears to be a chance for peace 

between the Israeli and Palestinian people. The Oslo Accord, signed in 1993, are a step closer 

to a potential agreement in the region to bring an end to the violence between the two states. 

As the United Nations moves forward into the post-Cold War world, the important question is 

what role must the Security Council play in protecting human rights, and enforce the 

agreements made on the international stage? How much influence can the UNSC exert over the 

Accords to ensure that the rights of people in both areas are respected. As the post Oslo 

negotiations continue, the eyes of the world are on both Israel and Palestine, and the Security 

Council must ask itself what it is capable of doing, along with how it can help the hundreds of 

thousands of Palestinian refugees scattered throughout the Middle East and the world. 

 

Historical Background 

The roots of the conflict can be traced back to several events that led to the partition of the 

Israel-Palestine region. The earliest suggestion of a Jewish state in Palestine can be traced back 

to what is called the Balfour Declaration. The Balfour Declaration was a correspondence 

between the Foreign Secretary of the United 

Kingdom, and a prominent Jewish leader in 

the United Kingdom in 1917. The nation of 

Israel, however, did not come to exist until 

1947, when the United Nations General 

Assembly adopted a resolution to partition 

Mandatory Palestine, and the state came into 

existence officially in 1948 when the British 

Mandate for Palestine was dissolved. 



 

Immediately following the dissolution of the British Mandate, the conflict began, with several 

neighboring Arab states invading the region, disagreeing with the Partition’s terms. 

 

The original partition agreed to divide the region of Palestine into three areas. A 

majority Jewish state, which would become Israel, an Arab state, and an independent 

Jerusalem. When the partition was put in front of the General Assembly, Arab states 

overwhelmingly rejected it, and even outright stated that they would reject any other plan of 

partition. The partition planned to provide Jewish citizens to Jews and Arabs living in the area 

that would become Israel, as even areas that were Arab majority, but had a large Jewish 

minority, were placed into the Jewish state, along with unsettled land, to allow room for the 

potential growth of the state. 

 

As a result of the large scale rejection by Middle Eastern nations of the partition, the 1948 

Arab-Israeli War occurred, with Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, and Iraq, all invading or 

intervening in Israel. The newly formed Israeli Self Defense Force managed to push back the 

Arab forces, extending its borders beyond those laid out by the United Nations. As a result of 

this conflict, over 700,000 Palestinians were forced out of their homes, becoming refugees 

with the promise from the other Arab states that they would be returned to their homes. Many 

fled due to attacks on Palestinian towns and villages by Israeli forces and militias. The war 

ended with the 1949 armistice, and as a result of the defeat, the status of Jewish citizens in 

Arab nations declined, with some nations, such as Egypt, expelling their Jewish Communities. 

In the end, Israel came to control the area of land it does today, and the areas that would be 

come to known as the West Bank and the Gaza strip, were occupied by Jordan and Egypt 

respectively. 

 



 

The tense relationship with many of Israel’s neighbors would continue for many years, and the 

Palestinians that fled were unable to return to their homes, settling as refugees in the countries 

they fled to during the war. In 1956, Egypt blocked Israel from using the Straits of Tiran, and 

as a result, when 

the Egyptian 

nationalization 

of the Suez 

Canal occurred, 

Israel invaded 

Egypt, securing 

the Sinai 

Peninsula and 

the Gaza Strip. 

The resulting 

treaty returned 

Sinai to Egypt, and allowed Israel to move freely amongst the waters. The United Nations also 

deployed the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF), this force however, only deployed 

along the Egyptian side of the border, as Israel refused to allow the UNEF to operate on its 

border. Israel and Egypt would go to war two more times, during the Six Day War and the 

Yom Kippur War. The Six Day War resulted in Israel gaining control of Egyptian territory, 

namely the Gaza Strip and the Sinai Peninsula. Israel also gained control of the Syrian Golan 

Heights and the area of Palestine controlled by Jordan of the West Bank. The Yom Kippur 

War was an attempt by the Arab nations to take back the lost territory, and despite initial 

success they failed to retake the territory. The Yom Kippur War is often considered the reason 

for the Camp David Accords between Israel and Egypt. In exchange for Israeli troops leaving 

Sinai, Egypt signed a peace treaty with Israel, establishing a lasting peace between the two 



 

neighbors. 

 

In 1964, the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) was established, with its charter 

stating that it intended to “liberate Palestine”. The PLO would grow to become the most 

important organization on the Palestinian side of the conflict. Up until 1991 at the Madrid 

Conference, both Israel and the United States recognized the PLO as a terrorist organization, 

creating difficulties in negotiating between the two sides of the conflict. In 1993 the PLO 

recognized Israel’s right to exist, and disavowed acts of terrorism. It has also enjoyed observer 

status in the United Nations General Assembly since 1974. 

 

Current Situation 

The Oslo Accords signed in 1993 represent a chance for peace between Israel and Palestine, 

potentially ending the conflict that has raged for nearly half a century. As a result of secret 

negotiations between the administrations of Prime Minister Rabin, and Yasser Arafat, the 

leader of the PLO, the accords have begun a series of peace talks and a reorganization of the 

relationship between Israel and Palestine, along with the way Palestinian territory is managed. 

Out of the Accords also came the Gaza-Jericho Agreement, which created the interim 

government of the Palestinian Authority. The Oslo Accord is broken up into 4 Annexes, the 

first of which contained the rules for the election of a representative Palestinian Government. 

Annex one establishes the system by which the Gaza-Jericho Agreement would result in the 

creation of the Palestinian Authority. 

Annex two outlined the withdrawal of Israeli forces from both Jericho and Gaza. Internal 

security in those regions is intended to be maintained by forces recruited both locally and 

internationally, and must be trained as police officers. Annex two also calls for the creation of 

mutual security cooperation between Israel and the Palestinian government, as well as 

agreements for passage between Gaza and Egypt, Jericho and Jordan, and Jericho and the Gaza 



 

Strip itself. 

 

The final two annexes focus largely on 

cooperation between the two states, both 

economically and in the field of 

development. The third annex states all of 

the fields of economic cooperation the 

two states agreed upon, as well as leaving 

the door open to cooperation in any other 

programs of mutual interest to both of the 

states One of the unanswered questions 

still, what is to be done about the 

hundreds of thousands of refugees that 

fled from Palestine during the conflicts with Israel. While territory in the West Bank and Gaza 

may be potentially returned to a Palestinian state, a large part of the original mandate still falls 

under Israeli control, and the homes refugees abandoned may no longer remain, or may still 

remain unavailable to return to. The United Nations has a clear responsibility to refugees, and 

may find itself willing to take a role in those negotiations. 

 

Bloc Positions 

 

The first bloc of nations would be those in support of Israel. These countries all share a 

strong support of Israel and work to legislatively support it domestically and internationally. 

Their primary objective is twofold15; first they would like to ensure Israel is protected 

                                                           
15 http://www.israelallies.org/usa/member_nations/ 



 

militarily and that it is never in a vulnerable position with its security which is often done 

through military aid or joint military deals, and second they are in opposition to a Palestinian 

State and thus have taken actions to delegitimize Palestine and block its legislative efforts at 

the UN. These nations include the United States, United Kingdom, South Korea, South Africa, 

Japan, the Netherlands, Kenya, the European Union, Germany, Canada, Brazil, Argentina, 

Australia and 31 other nations. 

In opposition to that block is the Arab Opposition Bloc. This is a group of nations in 

both the Arab League and/or Islamic Cooperation Organization that do not recognize the state 

of Israel. These nations have a few objectives. Their first is to achieve a Palestinian State. 

Additionally they would like to see the dismantling of Israel and for those lands to be returned 

fully to the Palestinian people with a one state solution. Lastly they continuously work 

internationally to support Palestine at the UN and other world organizations often condemning 

the actions or bringing aggressive attention to Israel's crimes. This block includes Syria, Iraq, 

Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Iran, Pakistan and nearly 20 other nations. The only Arab League 

nations to recognize Israel are Egypt, Jordan and Mauritania. 

The third bloc is that of nations that recognize Israel’s Statehood. These nations are 

varied in their role, but most recognize the state of Israel and engage in economic relations 

with it. The difference is many of them are closely tied to nations in the Arab Opposition Bloc 

which limits the engagements with Israel. Most of these nations will side with the Arab Bloc if 

a debate comes into the international community, but most of these nations are determined to 

find a solution to the conflict that would recognize both nations. This bloc includes nations like 

China, Russia, India, Jordan, Egypt and Norway. 

 

United States - The United States has played a huge role in the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict, 

including hosting the secret negotiations between Israel and Palestine for the Oslo Accord, and 

the Camp David Summit, which would lead to peace between Egypt and Israel. The United 



 

States has a vested interest in its ally, Israel, and in no way aims to jeopardize the security of 

Israel. The United States also seeks to ensure that the peace process they help began works. 

However, the United States may seek to act independently, not authorizing the Security 

Council to intervene if the result could impose damaging measures on Israel 

 

Oman - As the country currently representing the Middle East in the Security Council, Oman 

plays a large role, and is important in representing the will of the Arab states. As a result they 

largely support Palestine, and will look for any chance to assist Palestine using the powers of 

the United Nations and the Security Council. They will remain largely skeptical of Israel, and 

will look for a way to return and assist refugees. 

 

Key Questions 

• What role should the Security Council play in enforcing the Oslo Accords? 

 

• Should the Oslo Accords prove successful, what actions should the Security Council 

take regarding Palestine? 

 

• What can the Security Council do if either side of the conflict rejects United Nations 

assistance if any is provided? 

 

• Does the Security Council have any role to play in the negotiations between Israel and 

Palestine? If so, how large can that role be? 

 

Key Terms 

Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) - The PLO formed in 1964, and has served as the 

primary body representing the Palestinian people internationally. In some nations they are 



 

branded as a terrorist organization, creating issues when working with the group. 

 

1948 Arab-Israeli War - The conflict that occurred upon the declaration of the creation of the 

State of Israel. The conflict was won by Israel, and ended with Jordan occupying the West 

Bank and Egypt controlling the Gaza strip 

 

Six Day War - The Six-Day War was another conflict between Israel and its neighbors, 

resulting in Israel extending its control to the West Bank, Golan Heights, the Gaza Strip, and 

the Sinai Peninsula 

 

Palestinian Authority - Formed early on in 1994, the Palestinian Authority was created as a 

result of the Gaza-Jericho Agreement. It acts as an official governing body for the Palestinian 

people. It is designed as an interim government, pending final negotiations 

 

Oslo Accords - Signed in Washington D.C. in 1993, the Oslo Accords began as secret 

negotiations. The Oslo Accords determine the manner by which Israel and the Palestinian 

interim government cooperate 

 

Jerusalem Law - A contentious law passed in Israel in 1980, extending Israeli laws to all of 

Jerusalem. It is not recognized by much of the international community, and is considered 

illegal occupation by some. 
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