CHAPTER TEN 
CONCLUSION: THE ORDER OF GENOCIDE 
Introduction 
Two questions dominate previous chapters: what drove the Rwandan genocide and how can that question be answered empirically? The analytic goal I have stressed is to evaluate and refine competing hypotheses about the genocide’s causes through systematic examination of evidence. The main methodological principle for which I have argued is triangulation. The topic is criminal mass violence, which means that evidence is often difficult to obtain, subject to biases introduced through legal and political manipulation, and laced with credibility problems. To compensate for these inherent problems, my remedy is to ask one question repeatedly—what drove the genocide—and to answer that question using various kinds of evidence and various analytic tools. What remains is to tie the previous chapters’ findings and arguments together. What remains, in short, is to propose a theory of the Rwandan genocide, one that should have comparative implications for other cases of genocide and mass violence. 

Competing Hypotheses and Evidence 
In Chapter 1, I described the existing scholarly status quo, what I called the “new consensus,” on the Rwandan genocide. That consensus is partly instrumentalist, partly statist, and partly constructivist. On the one hand, scholars emphasize that hardliners in the ruling regime and military carefully planned the genocide to keep power and then implemented their plan through Rwanda’s hierarchical state. On the other hand, scholars emphasize that “Hutu” and “Tutsi” are neither immutable, nor tribal categories. Rather, scholars show how the categories’ meaning and salience changed over time and how their manipulation gave rise to a modern nationalist ideology based on racial categories 
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introduced under colonial rule. The status quo explanation is thus partly instrumentalist: national elites planned the genocide to stay in power. The explanation is partly statist: elites implemented their plan through a state that scholars often call “totalitarian” or highly authoritarian. And the explanation is partly constructivist: the genocide was based on social categories that changed over time. The new consensus is often conceived as a response to other popular accounts of the genocide that see the killing as a chaotic “frenzy” of “ancient tribal hatred.” 

Existing evidence on the genocide solidly supports a soft version of the new consensus: a small group of hardliners orchestrated a systematic campaign of mass exterminatory killing, genocide. After President Juvénal Habyarimana was assassinated on April 6, 1994, the hardliners consolidated control of the national government, they issued orders to kill the “Tutsi enemy,” and they deployed party and state resources, notably the military, to execute the violence. The hardliners also incited violence by broadcasting racist propaganda. However, the evidence is currently inconclusive on the extent and character of planning for genocide. The hardliners were clearly prepared to kill Hutu and Tutsi politicians the night that Habyarimana was killed. The hardliners also quickly declared “war” on the “Tutsi enemy” after the assassination. In practice, that “war” became exterminatory mass killing: it became genocide. But did the hardliners plan for mass exterminatory killing before or after President Habyarimana’s assassination? If after, did they plan to do whatever it took to succeed, which initially led to mass violence but later, as the rebels advanced, became genocide? The evidence is not—and may never be—clear on these questions: hence I speak of a “soft version” of the status quo interpretation. 
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But taking the new consensus to be largely true, there remain a number of important questions, and those questions are the main focus of previous chapters. First, what led specifically to genocide? The current consensus holds that hardliners wanted to keep power. But what factors led them to choose genocide (or a strategy of mass violence that became genocide)? Second, if the violence served elite interests, how and why did so many ordinary civilians take part in the killing? That question is especially pertinent in an African context, where states are generally considered to be weak and to have limited mobilizational capacity. Third, the new consensus focuses on elite actions in the capital, but how did the violence start and spread in rural areas, where most of the killing took place? Who were the perpetrators? Were the patterns of mobilization similar throughout Rwanda or different? Examining each of these questions helps to answer the broader, root question underpinning the entire work: what dynamics drove genocide in Rwanda? 

Numerous hypotheses offer possible answers to these questions. Some hypotheses derive from studies of the Rwandan case itself, others from studies of other genocides, and still others from the comparative study of large-scale violence. Some theories focus on macro-level factors, such as regime type, racist culture, ideologies of ethnic nationalism and purity, difficult life conditions, revolution, social upheaval, security dilemmas, and war—to name a few macro-level factors. Other theories focus on micro-level factors, such as identity, ethnic antipathy, material incentives, opportunism, obedience, fear, and collective behavior, to name some common micro-level factors. None of these hypotheses can be ruled out a priori; each theory represents a plausible explanation of the Rwandan genocide or at least of certain aspects of the Rwandan case. 
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How then can the different hypotheses be evaluated and refined? That question raises the problem of evidence. The new consensus focuses attention on, and thereby has generated evidence about the top—the actions of the hardliners most responsible for the genocide as well as the macro-history of ethnicity. That focus, however, leaves significant gaps in evidence about sub-national patterns and micro-level dynamics—about when the violence started in different areas, about what happened where the violence took place, and about the characteristics and motivations of perpetrators. The evidence that does exist comes from human rights reports and court proceedings, which, while useful, are primarily oriented toward proving elite responsibility for crimes. Overall, however, the evidence for evaluating and refining competing theories of genocide is thin, and most data have not been collected with social scientific goals in mind. Hence, I argued, there is a need for fieldwork specifically oriented toward examining hypotheses about the causes of the Rwandan genocide. 

My research design for fieldwork in Rwanda had three distinct stages. First, I conducted a nationwide survey of convicted perpetrators who had admitted to their crimes. Drawing random samples in each prison where this population of sentenced, confessed perpetrators existed, I interviewed 210 respondents using a semi-structured questionnaire. Second, I conducted a micro-comparative study of the killing in five communes. Based on the first round of interviews, I identified four main patterns of violence. I then selected one commune from each category, to which I added the only commune under government control where the genocide did not take place. I proceeded to interview a cross-section of inhabitants in these five communes with particular attention to how the violence started and to the configuration of perpetrators organizing 
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(or resisting) the killing. Third, I returned to the prisons to interview specific convicted perpetrators. The prisoners whom I successfully interviewed in this stage—19 in total— were officials or especially active killers whose names had surfaced in the previous two rounds of interviewing. In addition, I conducted archival research in Belgium and collected as much anecdotal evidence as I could from secondary sources in Rwanda and abroad. 

The general principle for analyzing the various data is, as stated above, triangulation. The layout of the chapters moves from the national level, to the regional level, to the local (commune) level, to individuals, and finally again to the national level—though the latter chapters on the national level focus on historical periods before the 1994 genocide. The chapters use different methods of analysis, both qualitative and quantitative. The first chapter is an overview of the scholarship on Rwanda, competing hypotheses, key concepts, and possible methodological approaches to studying genocide. The second chapter presents a brief political history of Rwanda and then discusses the genocide at the national level. 

The empirical focus then shifts to sub-national and to micro-level evidence. The regional chapter (chapter 3) examines the level and onset of violence across Rwanda and how they correlate to specific sociopolitical variables. The local chapter (chapter 4) examines variation at the commune level, with particular attention to how the killing began. The first two chapters on individuals (chapters 5 and 6) use statistical methods to analyze the results from the perpetrator survey. The third chapter on individuals (chapter 7) analyzes narrative themes in perpetrator testimony, with particular attention to the rationales for genocide. The first historical chapter (chapter 8) focuses on the origins of 
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violence in Rwandan history to isolate common causal factors. No chapter on its own is sufficient for proving or disproving a particular hypothesis. Given the nature of the evidence, relying too heavily on one source of data or one method of analysis would create serious validity problems. Rather, the idea is to identify commonalities in all the chapters—to look for recurring patterns and findings throughout the chapters. 

Main Findings 
The principal findings from Chapter 3 lead to an apparently paradoxical conclusion. On the one hand, current evidence suggests that the level of violence was largely homogenous across regions. In other words, there appear not to be major differences in the number of Tutsi civilians killed as a percentage of the preexisting resident Tutsi population at the prefecture level. On the other hand, there are important variations in the dates the violence started, in onset. In some locations, the violence began swiftly after Habyarimana’s assassination; in other areas, local actors initially resisted the violence, and the killing began as late as two weeks later. Thus, although genocidal violence began at different times across the country, over the course of the 100-day genocide the level of killing tended to even out—at least as far as current evidence suggests. 

The onset variation is significant for several reasons. First, the timing patterns indicate that the violence was slow to start and initially resisted in large areas of the country. That finding does not support a model of the genocide as hierarchically and mechanically implemented. Second, the onset variation detracts from hypotheses that 
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emphasize racist culture or ethnic identity as independent, national-level factors: not all Hutus responded to the call to kill Tutsis in the same way. Third, the chapter treats onset variation as a blunt but useful indicator of local willingness to commit genocide. One way to test hypotheses is to examine whether onset variation correlates to causally significant variables. The independent variable data are limited, so caution in interpretation is necessary. But the evidence indicates that differences in ethnic integration, wealth, education, proximity to the capital, and population density have neither a significant nor a positive relationship to early onset. By contrast, support for the ruling party, proximity to civil war fighting, and population growth have the strongest relationships with early onset of violence. 

What these results mean is another matter. They suggest that ideational factors relating to ethnicity—national culture, prejudice, and identity—are not enough, alone, to explain why genocidal violence broke out. Nor is the existence of an authoritarian state enough alone to explain the onset of violence. Similarly, material deprivation and the frustration arising from such deprivation do not appear to explain why violence started in some areas earlier than in others. To the contrary, wealthier regions were quicker to start violence than poorer ones, in general, though regions high population growth (and therefore more land pressure) also were early onset areas. The results suggest that party affiliation and war are related to why violence started when it did, but why this is the case is unclear. In short, the findings from the regional analysis are suggestive, but inconclusive—at least based on currently available data. 

More analysis is needed. Chapter 4 thus examines variation in the dynamics of genocide at the commune level—on two scores. Genocidal violence ultimately took hold 
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all across Rwanda with one main exception: Giti commune, which was the only commune under government control where genocidal violence did not happen. The first way in which I examine commune-level variation is to examine what happened in this single non-genocide commune to find out why it differs from the other communes in the country. The second way in which I examine local variation is through comparing patterns of mobilization: across the country, there were differences in how the violence started and the configuration of actors organizing the killing. Chapter 4 thus first examines dynamics in Giti, and then those in four communes that varied in how the genocide began. 

There are a number of important findings in this chapter. First, the micro-comparative inquiry highlights the acute instability, insecurity, and disorder that followed the president’s assassination and the renewed onset of civil war. This intense destabilization created, I argue, a “space of opportunity”—a political opening in which preexisting authority was suddenly tenuous, control was indeterminate, and Hutus with status maneuvered for dominance. In this “space of opportunity” just prior to violence starting but after Habyarimana was killed, the main dynamics in most communes appear to be local contests for power among the Hutu rural elite: government officials, teachers, doctors, party leaders, and businessmen. This dynamic of disorder—of uncertainty, insecurity, and contestation—appears to be critical to why violence ultimately started in the locations I studied. 

My findings indicate that it was in this context of disorder that the national hardliners’ call to “kill the Tutsi enemy” became a basis for power and authority. In other words, as they responded to disorder and maneuvered for control in their respective 
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communes, some local actors staked a claim to power on the basis of allegiance to the hardliners’ position. When enough local actors did so—when the balance of power in a commune tipped to those who adopted the hardliners’ agenda—the violence started almost immediately. The balance could tip for a number of reasons, but it often did after an intervention from soldiers, government officials, or roving armed bands, particularly in areas where those opposed to the killing initially carried the day. Indeed, the balance ultimately tipped to genocide throughout Rwanda because the hardliners controlled the country’s key sources of power—the army, the national government, the militias, and also the private and public radio stations. What happened in Giti is that the local authorities successfully prevented genocide from breaking out for several days. By the time the balance nevertheless began to tip, the RPF rebels arrived in the area, and their presence effectively prevented local counter-elites from consolidating a pro-violence position or local authorities from switching their position. 

Throughout Rwanda, however, once the balance tipped and violence started, the pattern of mobilization was similar. That basic pattern entailed a rural elite who claimed power on the basis of declaring war against “the Tutsi enemy.” Having won or declared control, the rural elite turned to opportunistic “thugs”—aggressive young men, generally aged 18 to 25, sometimes party youth, sometimes demobilized soldiers, sometimes homeless youth—as their enforcers. The “thugs” then circulated throughout the communes, killing Tutsis, pressuring other adult males to kill, and punishing any who refused. The rural elites and the thugs justified the massacres and mobilized others in the name of “the law,” “the authorities,” and doing obligatory “work.” In short, the three main categories of perpetrators at the local level were the rural elite, the “thugs,” and the 
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ordinary adult male citizens. The latter were generally peasants with little social power; they constituted the overwhelming mass of participants. 

The micro-level findings suggest that the right model for how genocidal violence spread is not as an “efficient” “machine,” as is often argued. Rather, the diffusion of violence looks more like a set of rapidly cascading power struggles that only in hindsight appears “meticulous.” With regard to the findings from chapter 3, the main reason why the violence was initiated more quickly in areas of strong ruling party support is that there the local rural elite were politically allied to the national hardliners who controlled the capital and called for killing Tutsis. The opposite was true for areas of opposition support. We also gain insight into why the level of violence flattened over time. Although there was variation in when and how the violence started, once it did, the pattern of mobilization and killing was very similar throughout Rwanda. That pattern, I argue, was consistent with the way authoritative power generally works in Rwanda. As chapter 8 shows, rural elites in positions of authority consistently exercise their power through civilian mobilization. Mass participation is an informal institution in Rwanda, one with deep historical roots and one that, for reasons explored in chapter 8, rural elites with social status can credibly, effectively, and rapidly enforce once they consolidate power. 

Chapters 5-7 focus specifically on perpetrators and on the prisoner survey results. Chapter 5 analyzes group sizes during the genocide and finds that almost all the killing occurred in groups and often in quite large groups. The finding that the killing almost always occurred in groups is another piece of evidence that highlights the importance of collective dynamics—in this case public dynamics that primarily concern the way that power and authority work in the Rwandan countryside. The chapter also estimates an 
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average group size during the genocide and uses that finding to estimate the entire perpetrator population to be about 200,000 individuals. That finding does not support the conclusion that all Hutu men participated in the genocide, as some argue. However, the finding bolsters the claim that mass participation characterizes the Rwandan genocide—a finding that again points to the importance of examining the patterns and dynamics of violence beyond the small group of hardliners at the top who launched and organized the genocide. 

After estimating the size of the perpetrator population, chapter 5 then analyzes perpetrator characteristics. The principal finding here is that the profile of the perpetrator population as represented in my sample closely resembles the national profile of adult Hutu men—in terms of age, paternity, occupation, and education. The perpetrators thus are quite “ordinary,” a finding that is consistent with studies of perpetrators in other genocides. The only major deviation is that rural elite occupations are slightly over-represented in the sample compared to the national population. Both findings—that the average perpetrator looks like an average Rwandan male and that there is a slight overrepresentation of rural elites—are consistent with chapter 4’s findings. To wit, local elites with status led the violence, but they, together with the “thugs,” indiscriminately mobilized able-bodied Hutu men. 

The fifth chapter also discusses differences in degree of participation in the genocide. The chapter disaggregates the category of “perpetrator” to examine why some killed more than others—and that kind of analysis is another form of triangulation. Various regression analyses indicate that age and education level have statistically significant relationships with degree of violence. In both cases, the relationship is 

385 

negative, meaning the younger and less educated the respondent, the more violence he tended to commit. That result is consistent with the finding that young “thugs” did proportionately more killing and in general were more violent during the genocide, even if the perpetrator population overall resembled the national population. 

Chapter 6 proceeds to examine perpetrators’ attitudes and motivations. The chapter presents strong evidence of pre-genocide interethnic integration in Rwanda and of little interethnic antipathy among most perpetrators. Most respondents also appear to have been uninterested in racist ideology and ethnic nationalism before the genocide, though the more educated a respondent the more interested he tended to be. The same evidence is true for difficult life conditions: the respondents on the whole recall their pre-genocide life in positive or neutral terms. However, almost all respondents consistently demonstrate awareness in “racial” categories. Respondents say they knew who was Hutu and who was Tutsi in their respective communities—even if the categorization was not, in general, a site of hatred, tension, distrust, or anger before the genocide. The respondents also tend to point to physical characteristics—height, skin color, nose size—when asked to identify the differences between Hutus and Tutsis. Some variables had statistically significant relationships with degree of violence. In particular, the respondents who report few interethnic ties, more interethnic antipathy, and worse life conditions were in general more violent than those who report the opposite. 

As for motivation, the survey finds two major themes. The most common reported motivation is in-group, intra-Hutu coercion and intimidation. Respondents say that they feared negative consequences for themselves and their families if they refused or appeared to refuse to participate in the killing. Perpetrator claims of coercion should be 
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met with skepticism, but the chapter presents persuasive corroborating evidence to support the claim that in-group coercion did take place during the genocide. In particular, self-described leaders of the violence readily admit to having punished and threatened to kill any Hutu men who appeared to refuse to take part in the genocide. Thus, while perpetrators may have exaggerated the level of coercion or overemphasized coercion to explain the crimes they committed, the chapter finds reason to believe that intra-ethnic coercion did take place. 

The second most common reported motivation is related to war and to retribution for the president’s assassination. Many respondents report that they feared for their lives and were angry after the president was killed and that they sought security and revenge by killing Tutsi civilians. Why they did so remains an open question, one that is explored in chapter 7. Respondents report several other motivations, such as looting, but they were secondary to coercion and to war-related fear and anger. Finally, most respondents say face-to-face mobilization was a greater factor in their decision to take part in the killing than were radio broadcasts, even though the radio broadcasts shaped the overall atmosphere in which the mobilization occurred and empowered the most violent killers. Both in-group coercion and face-to-face mobilization suggest that collective dynamics, in particular collective pressure, mattered during the genocide. Taken together with other evidence, I argue, the consistency with which perpetrators cite intra-ethnic coercion and face-to-face mobilization indicates that mass participation was tied to the exercise of power and authority during the genocide. 

Chapter 7 analyzes perpetrators’ rationales for genocide. Rather than focusing on their motivation to participate, the chapter examines how respondents understood the 
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overall purpose of the killing. The main finding here is that war-related security concerns dominate the narratives. Tutsis were killed, the perpetrators say again and again, because “the Tutsis” represented a threat in a period of acute insecurity and war. The central phrase that respondents recall from this period is that Tutsis were called “the enemy” or “the only enemy.” Respondents also consistently say that they understood the killing as integral to the war effort. In this light, respondents emphasize Habyarimana’s assassination as the key event that signaled acute disorder and war, even anarchy, as well as intense danger for Hutus. 

Genocide is distinctive, however, for the way in which civilians are deliberately targeted and massacred. Genocide is thus distinguishable from war, which tends to mean fighting between combatants. Thus, my questions turn to how respondents explained killing civilians and in particular killing all Tutsi civilians, regardless of differences in age, sex, and profession. The chapter identifies several typical answers to these questions, but overall the respondents’ rationale is based on collective “racial” categorization. The respondents describe how in a period of acute, wartime insecurity “the Tutsis” became an undifferentiated unit. In this period, they said that no distinction was made between Tutsi rebel soldier and Tutsi civilian, and thus killing Tutsi civilians was a way of defeating the rebels and achieving security by winning the war. Another common narrative theme is that killing Tutsis in this period was the order of the day, the “law”—a shared expectation about what the authorities required of civilians. Thus, the rationales for genocide dovetail with the two main motivations found in chapter 6: killing Tutsi civilians was an act of wartime self-protection and also “the law” that ordinary civilians felt they either had to obey or face possibly very serious negative consequences for disobeying. 
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The evidence summarized so far indicates that the exercise of authoritative power and the use of coercion were central to why the violence spread rapidly and uniformly and why many civilians participated. As chapter 4 argued, after the president’s assassination national hardliners made genocidal violence a basis for authority by declaring “the Tutsis” to be the “enemy.” The hardliners deployed military and party resources primarily to enforce and diffuse his new “law.” At the local level, local Hutu elites maneuvered for control until the balance ultimately tipped to those who found common ground with the national hardliners’ position. Once the balance tipped, local elites and “thugs” in turn pressured Hutu civilians to participate as an “obligation.” 

However, for authoritative power to be exercised, for the notion of “the law” and of “obligation” to have resonance, for mass mobilization to have appeared legitimate, and for the use of coercion to have been credible, all these ideas must have been meaningful in Rwandan society before the genocide began. Yet this conclusion should not be assumed: most African states are considered weak, especially in the countryside. Chapter 8 thus examines why Rwanda is different, and this inquiry is another form of triangulation. If the exercise of coercive power was central to the genocide’s dynamics, then there must have been a basis for that exercise of power in Rwandan society. The eighth chapter argues that basis existed. 

The chapter makes four related arguments. First, in contrast to most African states, Rwanda had a high degree of national and institutional continuity during the 100 years prior to the genocide. Second, the pre-colonial state on which the colonial and post-colonial states were based had a complex administrative structure and a non-monetary taxation system based partly on mandatory labor; moreover, obligatory collective labor 
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policies also were features of Rwanda’s colonial and postcolonial regimes. Third, Rwanda had in 1994 (and continues to have) high demographic density—the highest in Africa. And fourth, Rwanda’s topography is one of cultivated rolling hills and little uninhabited territory—again in contrast to most African states. 

In short, the idea of the state is old in Rwanda, and Rwandan political culture is one that values authority and power. Mass civilian labor mobilization is also an old institution in Rwanda, one that officials and citizens alike associate with the exercise of power. Rwanda’s demographic density and topography create the perception (and reality) of effective surveillance and limit the possibility for evasion. Authoritative power and the credibility of coercion thus have uncommon depth, resonance, and meaningfulness in Rwanda. That finding is consistent with the results from other chapters: namely, that the exercise of authoritative power and coercion were critical to how the violence spread so rapidly and with such a high degree of participation. 

Chapter 9 uses a different method: comparative historical analysis. The genocide was the most intense episode of violence in Rwanda, but not the first. The chapter thus searches for commonalities in prior violent episodes and relates those to the genocide. The main finding here is that violence against civilians consistently occurs in periods of regime transition, at times of intense contestation for political power, and usually as a reprisal for some kind of attack or perceived military threat. Violence, in short, occurs in periods of political uncertainty, disorder, and insecurity. By extension, when threatened authorities engage in violence, they do so to assert control and to achieve security. Violence is a means by which they attempt to protect their power and establish order. 
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The genocide exhibited a similar pattern. The violence was categorically more intense than in prior episodes, but so were the insecurity, uncertainty, and disorder. Not only did the genocide occur in a period of regime transition, in a period of civil war, in a period of a strong Hutu challenge, and a period of economic turbulence, but the genocide also occurred immediately after the president was assassinated and after the rebels launched a major and ultimately successful offensive. 

Throughout Rwandan history, violence against civilians was almost always directed at Tutsis. Chapter 9 argues that this was the case for three main reasons. First, Tutsi civilians are attacked for being representative of the source of insecurity or threat. Thus, if Tutsi armed groups invade or threaten Rwanda and Tutsi civilians are killed in response, the reprisal is based partly on the idea that members of the same ethnic category had innate commonalities. That idea depends on preexisting awareness in “racial” categories, even if individuals committing the violence did not hate the members of a different “racial” group. Second, most violence occurs when Hutu rulers face an internal, intra-Hutu political challenge in addition to a predominantly Tutsi military threat. Thus, Hutu authorities stress an interethnic enemy—that the real issue is the Hutu fight against “the Tutsi enemy”—in order to weaken or deter the military threat and to dissolve and redirect the intra-Hutu political challenge. Third, the Hutu population comprises 85-90% of Rwanda, and so Hutu leaders consistently emphasize race and ethnicity in order to claim a democratic right to rule—particularly when threatened by Tutsi challengers. Political calculations thus drive Hutu elites’ insistence on racial nationalism. These factors are mutually reinforcing, and they all contribute to violence specifically directed against a “racial” category. 
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The Argument: Race, Power, and War 
The chapters’ findings are diverse, but they point consistently to a dynamic of disorder and order, insecurity and security, threat and control, and instability and stability. Loss of control, acute insecurity, and uncertainty all precipitate violence, and violence is a means for asserting power, establishing authority, and achieving security. The greater the disorder, the greater the level of violence appears to be. Of course, rebel or opposition groups might launch a violent attack to try to take power. But the violence that is my subject—violence initiated from the top-down, usually state-directed violence against civilians, genocide—is a means for imposing control when control is most at stake. In this sense, violence becomes the foundation for order. Violence becomes “the law” that is inextricably linked to the exercise and protection of power. 

How does this argument fit with the findings? Violence started earlier in areas of ruling party support because there the loss of control and insecurity were most acutely felt and because there the local elites were allies of the national hardliners. At the local level, the atmosphere of panic and insecurity created a space of opportunity and contestation among Hutu elites. One option was association with the hardliners, who in fact controlled the military and the national government. When the balance tipped to the hardliner position, violence then became the basis for authority. The perpetrator profile strongly resembles the national adult male profile because local elites and “thugs” indiscriminately mobilized rural men after the balance tipped to those using violence. Interpersonal ethnic enmity and ideological commitment are secondary motives to ones related to coercion and insecurity because the latter reflect the violence’s central dynamic of order and disorder. Security concerns, chiefly relating to the president’s assassination 
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and the civil war, dominate the perpetrator rationales because, again, insecurity and nascent anarchy drove the violence. Violence appears consistently during periods of regime transition and armed conflict in Rwandan history because insecurity, disorder, and uncertainty fuel the killing. 

But more analysis is required. Genocide is a very specific type of violence: genocide is the organized attempt to annihilate an ethnically or racially defined social category. In this sense, genocide is orderly. It is a countrywide, systematic campaign of violence aimed at eliminating a particular group. What causes this specificity: what causes genocide? I argue three related points. First, if violence is an effort to create order and to achieve security, the source of disorder and insecurity must be defined in ethnic or racial terms. The key actors in defining disorder and insecurity in racial terms are the national-level hardliners who order the killing, but their call to violence must resonate with lower and midlevel perpetrators who ultimately follow suit. Second, the level of disorder and insecurity must be perceived as so acute as to warrant mass violence. Genocide is by definition extraordinary violence, and thus the source of disorder and threat must be great enough to cause national elites to choose that course of action and to win the compliance of citizens. Third, genocide is violence that extends nationwide and that, in this case, was a national-level directive that was effectively enforced. Both points—the national extent of the killing and the enforcement—require a capacity for order, power, and authority countrywide. Each point deserves elaboration. 

In Rwanda, hardliners defined the source of disorder and insecurity in racial terms, as “the Tutsis,” for several reasons. First, the hardliners saw the Tutsi rebels as their primary threat, which led to defining their “principal enemy” as “the Tutsis.” This 
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was true even before the genocide, but became especially true after President Habyarimana was assassinated and the rebels launched their offensive. Second, the hardliners faced an internal Hutu challenge; they thus emphasized “the Tutsi enemy” in order to create Hutu unity and dissolve the Hutu threat. These elements together led to defining the source of disorder and insecurity, “the enemy,” as a “racial” category. Moreover, by stressing race, the hardliners could claim democratic legitimacy. Rwanda’s pre-existing ideology (from the Revolution period) of racial nationalism also likely increased the likelihood that the hardliners would choose this strategy. Perhaps most importantly, an awareness of “racial” groups had to exist in Rwandan society; the hardliners did not fabricate the notion that “racial” groups existed. 

“Race thinking” is thus a precondition for genocide. In a genocide, civilians are killed for what they represent categorically, for, in this case, being “Tutsi.” That idea is racist in that all members of the category are said to have the same innate intentions—and ones that are rooted in biology. My argument, however, is not that interpersonal ethnic enmity, identity, a culture of hatred, or nationalist ideological conviction were the mechanisms driving genocidal violence. All the evidence suggests that Rwanda is highly integrated ethnically, and that ethnic groups live together peacefully during most times. Indeed, integration may have paradoxically increased the intensity of violence. If perceptions of insecurity and disorder drive the killing and if the sources of insecurity and disorder are defined in ethnic terms, then ethnic proximity would increase both the perception of danger and the violence. Again, the point is that genocide does not occur because members of two ethnic groups hate each other or because of long-standing hateful culture. But the preexistence of “racial” (or ethnic) categories is necessary for 
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genocide to occur: under particular circumstances, “racial” (or ethnic) categories are labeled the “enemy” and individuals are killed for belonging to those categories. 

What sources of insecurity and disorder are so intense as to warrant, in the minds of perpetrators, mass violence? The answer from the Rwandan case is primarily war, intensified by a presidential assassination, and secondarily an internal, in-group threat. War matters for several reasons. First, by definition, war causes insecurity: attacks by armed groups are threatening. Second, war makes killing a legitimate practice and leads opponents to be called “enemies” who should be eliminated. Third, war draws armies into the political arena, and armies specialize in killing. Fourth, the evidence suggests that violence in Rwanda is often predicated on a rationale of reprisal; war thus makes the basis for retaliation killing. Fifth, a civil war where the “enemy” is purported to have internal ethnic support and where there is widespread ethnic integration intensifies the perception of insecurity, as argued above. War is thus absolutely critical to why mass violence happened in Rwanda and, like “race thinking,” is a necessary condition for genocide. 

In addition to the war, the presidential assassination acutely intensified the perception of wartime insecurity and disorder. Who killed the president remains unclear. If the hardliners who subsequently launched the genocide are responsible, then their calculation was to create insecurity and disorder in order to launch the genocide. That would be strong evidence that the genocide was planned at the top before Habyarimana was assassinated. However, if the rebels killed the president, then they probably miscalculated their ability to seize the capital quickly and they underestimated the impact the assassination would have. Either way, for the mass of perpetrators, the assassination 
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was widely believed to be the work of the rebels, and the president’s killing was critical to creating an atmosphere of nascent anarchy and acute insecurity. For many perpetrators, the president was perceived as a guarantor of security, and thus his death increased the perception of insecurity dramatically. In a different context, the assassination might not have caused intense insecurity and disorder. But in 1994 Rwanda—in a context of civil war, violent multiparty contestation for power, and regime change—it did. 

Arguments that stress a domestic security dilemma describe the mechanism at work. In anarchy, without guarantees for protection and with uncertainty about opponents’ intentions, individuals kill to prevent being killed first.1 This dynamic was clearly at work during the genocide. Yet anarchy insufficiently characterizes what happened in Rwanda. There, hardliners seized control of the state and declared war on “the Tutsi enemy.” In so doing, the hardliners ordered genocide and made genocide a basis for order in the midst of disorder. The hardliners ultimately succeeded in that endeavor countrywide, primarily because they controlled the national government, the military, the ruling political party, and the media. In short, a perception of nascent anarchy may have driven the violence, but the violence spread so quickly, so uniformly, and with such a high rate of participation because the hardliners made genocidal killing the new basis for authority and order, and they were able to enforce their position effectively. Thus, the capacity for order and for enforcement matters as much as the sources of disorder. 

Rwanda is uncommon in Africa for the power that the state can wield, for the resonance and salience of what I have called “authoritative power.” The origins are institutional and geographical. Rwanda is an old, administratively dense state with an 
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unusual degree of historical continuity. Rwanda also is an intensively settled territory with cultivated rolling hills. The capacity for surveillance is high and the capacity for evasion is low. Rwandan political culture places great value on power and authority as well as on obedience and mass civilian mobilization. Once genocidal violence became equated with authority, that idea could spread because authority was meaningful nationwide. When it came to enforcement, coercive pressure was credible, and indeed the context of war probably increased the perceived costs of disobedience. 

In short, from April to July of 1994 in Rwanda, genocide became a basis for order. However, the dynamic driving this turn to mass violence was acute disorder and insecurity caused primarily by war and in particular the presidential assassination. The new order was defined in racial terms—as annihilating “the Tutsi enemy”—in order to win the war and to squelch intra-Hutu dissent: to destroy the sources of disorder and insecurity. Thus, war, internal destabilization, and the preexistence of racial categories were essential to why genocide happened. At the same time, the fact that genocide became the new basis for order nationally was due to the national elites’ capacity to wield power and enforce their position. The genocide thus emerged not just from hierarchically implemented state planning, nor just from anarchy, but rather from a mix of the two: mass exterminatory killing was a means to create order and achieve security in a period of war and disorder. 

Comparative and Policy Implications 
Comparing genocides has limitations. Profound disagreement over how to define “genocide” means that a conceptual basis for determining cases of genocide is lacking. If scholars choose a narrow definition, as I have—as organized annihilation of groups 

397 

defined in racial or ethnic terms—then the resulting cases are few. Genocide is a rare event. In the last century, the cases might include genocide in what is now Turkey, in Nazi Germany, in Khmer Rouge Cambodia, and in Rwanda. However, these countries are very diverse geographically, economically, and culturally, and the annihilation campaigns were conducted in quite diverse historical settings. Thus, the dynamics driving the Rwandan genocide will not necessarily apply to other cases. The Rwandan genocide might have more significant commonalities, for example, with cases of non-genocidal mass violence in other developing countries. Nonetheless, comparing genocides is a valid line of inquiry, and seeking comparative implications in the Rwandan is worthwhile. 

The balance of scholarly opinion on genocide stresses racist or prejudicial culture and ideologies of ethnic nationalism and purity. The Rwandan study suggests a danger in overestimating the importance of these factors. In Rwanda, the genocide was ultimately based on a racist idea—that Tutsis had common immutable intentions because of their “racial” identity. But that does not imply that Rwandan culture was hateful or dehumanizing toward Tutsis at all times. Nor does it imply that widespread interpersonal enmity based on categorical identities drove the killing. Similarly, the hardliners who ordered the genocide in Rwanda emphasized ethnic nationalism. They defended their power by invoking the Hutu majority’s right to rule Rwanda in the face of a minority threat. The hardliners’ genocidal strategy also was based on an ideal of purity: they tried to create order and security through extermination. Yet the evidence I collected also suggests that exclusivist ethnic nationalist sentiment—that Rwanda was a “Hutu country”—was not widespread. Such sentiments moreover appear incidental to many lower level perpetrators. 
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The study’s main implication is that non-ethnic, non-ideological factors seem to matter more than ethnic identity and ideology, and these factors appear also to drive the saliency of ethnicity and nationalist ideology. The evidence from the Rwandan case points clearly to the importance of war. And indeed all four cases of genocide mentioned above occurred in wartime periods. Scholars of genocide often highlight war as providing a “cover” for mass killing or for radicalizing the thinking of ruling elites.2 The Rwandan study reinforces the emphasis on war, but it identifies war as a central cause of, rather than a “cover” for, genocide. The study also identifies multiple specific ways in which war matters. War causes insecurity; it legitimizes killing; it leads to military thinking about political problems; it leads armies to become involved in solving political problems; and, where reprisal killing is a response to a military attack, it can lead to large-scale violence against civilians. 

In Rwanda, however, there was an additional and simultaneous factor to war: intra-ethnic contestation for power. In Rwanda, the competition for power among Hutus in a domestic political arena posed a serious threat to the ruling elites. Both factors—war and intra-ethnic contestation—drove ruling elites to emphasize ethnicity, to promote an ideology of ethnic nationalism, and to choose a strategy of mass killing. Scholars of genocide tend not to emphasize such intra-ethnic conflicts. A testable implication of the Rwandan study is that in-group contestation for power—in addition to and in 

2 See Robert Gellately, “The Third Reich,” in Robert Gellately and Ben Kiernan, eds., The Specter of Genocide: Mass Murder in Historical Perspective (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003), pp. 242, 245; Florence Mazian, Why Genocide? (Ames: Iowa State University Press, 1990); Robert Melson, Revolution and Genocide: On the Origins of the Armenian Genocide and the Holocaust (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992); Samantha Power, ‘A Problem from Hell’: America and the Age of Genocide (New York: Basic Books, p. 91); Jacques Semelin, “Yugoslavia, 1991-1999,” in Robert Gellately and Ben Kiernan, eds., The Specter of Genocide: Mass Murder in Historical Perspective (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003), p. 356; and Eric Weitz, “The Modernity of Genocides,” in Robert Gellately and Ben Kiernan, eds., The Specter of Genocide: Mass Murder in Historical Perspective (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003), p. 57. 399 
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combination with war—drives ruling elites to use violence and to promote ethnic nationalism. 

The Rwandan case also highlights the importance of disorder and insecurity. Both are related to war and especially to the assassination of a central authority figure, as well as to the intra-ethnic contestation for power. Some scholars of genocide highlight the importance of “difficult life conditions,” revolution, “extreme crisis,” and “upheaval”.3 The Rwandan study reinforces attention to these factors, but it identifies specific kinds of macro-level sources of disorder—ones that cause a real or perceived acute loss of control, threat, disruption, and uncertainty. The testable implication from the Rwandan study is that disorder and insecurity are central to why ruling elites choose violence and to why ordinary citizens participate in violence. 

The Rwandan case also suggests that the capacities for hardliners to wield authoritative power and for social control may be necessary for genocide. Some scholars argue that “totalitarian” or highly authoritarian regimes are essential for genocide.4 The Rwandan study suggests that regime type as such is not the critical factor. Rather, the study highlights the capacity to authorize killing and to gain popular compliance by whatever means. For genocide to happen, national level hardliners who call for mass killing must have the ability to wield power nationwide and to enforce their power. A totalitarian regime is not a necessary condition for genocide, but the capacity to wield authoritative power and to enforce elite decisions is. The testable implication is that 

3 See Barbara Harff, “The Etiology of Genocides,” in Isidor Walliman and Michael Dobkowski, eds. Genocide and the Modern Age: Etiology and Case Studies of Mass Death (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1987), pp. 41-59; Robert Melson, Revolution and Genocide; Ervin Staub, The Roots of Evil: The Origins of Genocide and Other Group Violence (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1989); and Eric Weitz, “The Modernity of Genocide,” p. 57. 4 These are the central theses in Irving Louis Horowitz, Taking Lives: Genocide and State Power (New Brunswick: Transaction Books, 1997) and Rudolph Rummel, Death by Government (New Brunswick: Transaction Books, 1994). 
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genocide will occur only where there is the capacity for authoritative power and social control nationwide. 

The policy implications of the Rwandan study are potentially wide-ranging. I focus on three. First, there is a debate over whether an external military intervention would have halted the genocide.5 My study shows that an intervention would have saved possibly hundreds of thousands of lives, though many would have died. The key dynamics driving the killing were, I have argued, disorder and insecurity. An intervention would have significantly stabilized the Rwandan political and military scene after the presidential assassination and thereby removed the uncertainty and fear of anarchy fueling the violence. Moreover, in many parts of Rwanda, there was significant Hutu resistance to the killing during the first two weeks after the presidential assassination. The resistance ultimately folded or was overwhelmed in the face of pressure from the national level, spreading violence, and the general climate of war and acute instability. An intervention would have significantly strengthened the position of those rural Hutus who initially opposed the killing. 

Second, since taking power in 1994, the new Rwandan authorities have limited political expression and they have banned ethnic references. The authorities also have squelched political opposition and emphasized military security throughout the country. These often repressive measures are justified in the name of ending an “ideology of genocide” or preventing one from ever resurfacing in Rwanda.6 
5 Alan Kuperman, for example, argues that the killing happened too quickly for the Clinton administration to have responded in time to realize genocide was underway and to mobilize an effective intervention. See Alan Kuperman, The Limits of Humanitarian Intervention: Genocide in Rwanda (Washington: Brookings Institution, 2001). Most analysts of Rwanda argue otherwise, including and especially Alison Des Forges and Samantha Power. 
6 On Rwanda’s post-genocide political repression, see Human Rights Watch, “Preparing for Elections: Tightening Control in the Name of Unity,” New York, May 8, 2003; International Crisis Group, “Rwanda 
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My study suggests that the authorities are right to concern themselves with establishing an atmosphere of stability and security. However, the study also suggests that a “culture of hatred” or an “ideology of genocide” were not the central factors driving the genocide. Moreover, genocide requires authorization from those with power, and those with power in Rwanda are currently members of the Rwandan Patriotic Front, which often represents Tutsi interests. Genocide is thus not a probably short-term outcome. In addition, my study suggests the capacity for coercion and social control was necessary for genocide to take place. By increasing state power, the current authorities may unwittingly be reinforcing a central factor that contributed to the genocide. For these reasons, repression is not an effective policy to prevent or combat genocide. 

Third, a policy that non-governmental organizations commonly support to rebuild violence-torn societies is to forge interpersonal ties at the local level. Promoting positive interpersonal ties may be a way of healing after a tragedy like Rwanda’s. But my study shows that developing intimate interpersonal and interethnic ties is not likely to be an effective strategy for preventing future violence. Before the genocide, there was a widespread awareness of “racial” difference in Rwanda, but the society was highly integrated ethnically and the awareness of difference did not necessarily create antipathy. However, in a period of war and acute insecurity, and when facing a credible threat of punishment for refusing to participate, neighbors can and did kill those with whom they previously had positive and often quite deep relations. Hateful interpersonal relations and prejudice were thus not a primary cause of genocide, and improving interpersonal 

at the End of the Transition: A Necessary Political Liberalisation,” ICG Africa Report No. 53, November 12, 2002, p. 1; and Reporters sans frontières, “Des pressions discrètes et ciblées: le président Paul Kagame est un prédateur de la liberté de la presse,” Paris, November 1, 2001. 
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relations and trying to end prejudice are not likely to be effective counterweights to mass killing in the future. 

... 

Studying genocide is not to be taken lightly. While conducting research in Rwanda and when writing the preceding pages, I have tried to be sensitive to evidence and to avoid making unnecessarily provocative statements. My findings and conclusions are surprising—they go against much common wisdom about the primary factors causing genocide—but they represent arguments that took many years of study to develop and arguments that I have come to believe firmly. Much remains to be understood about the genocide in Rwanda. One study can only examine so much. In time, new research may produce findings that challenge my conclusions: indeed, it is hard to imagine how scholarship could ever exhaust the questions that I have examined or broached here. In the end, I hope that my work, whether through evidence, through argument, or through attention to the importance of linking evidence to argument, will have contributed to a deeper and more refined understanding of the causes of genocide. 
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