4 The Génocidaires

Why individuals kill is a critical question for any observer of mass
violence.! The question is especially relevant for the Rwandan case
because civilian participation in the genocide was so high and so
critical to the outcome. The question hovered behind the previous
two chapters, but the analysis remained at an aggregate level: I ex-
amined regional and local dynamics of violence, which led only to in-
direct inferences about the factors driving individuals to kill. I face
the question more directly in this chapter and the following two. I
do so by examining the characteristics and motivations of perpetra-
tors using my core research in Rwanda—extensive interviews with
perpetrators.

Any search for a single motivation that causes individuals to com-
mit genocide is surely a futile exercise. Motivation and participation
were clearly heterogeneous in the Rwandan genocide, and Rwanda is
not exceptional in that regard. Some Rwandans killed for multiple rea-
sons. Others joined in the attacks for one reason, but then continued
for other reasons; their motivations changed over time. Still other men

1. The question is salient in studies of the Holocaust, violence, and genocide. For
three statements on this, see Dick de Mildt, In the Name of the People: Perpetrators of
Genocide in the Reflection of their Post-War Prosecution in West Germany: The ‘Eu-
thanasia’ and ‘Aktion Reinhard’ Trial Cases {The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1996}, 15;
Roger Petersen, Understanding Ethnic Violence: Fear, Hatred, and Resentment in
Twentieth-Century Eastern Europe (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,
2002}, 2; and James Waller, Becoming Evil: How Ordinary People Commit Genocide
and Mass Killing (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 9.
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enthusiastically attacked Tutsis day in and day out, and they took the
lives of many. Other men brandished weapons, searched houses for
Tutsis, and maybe helped capture a Tutsi, but never actually killed. In
short, motivation and participation varied during the genocide. There
is no one reason why all perpetrators took part in the violence.

That said, certain patterns emerge from my research, and, on bal-
ance, the findings run contrary to many common expectations about
which individuals committed genocide and why they did so. In par-
ticular, I do not find that preexisting ethnic animosity, widespread
pre]udlce deeply held ideological beliefs, blind obedience, depriva-
tion, or even greed motlvated ‘the majority of Rwandan perpetrators.
Nor do THnd that most perpetrators were unattached young men,
poorly educated, or militia members. There are exceptions, to be sure.
Ethnic hatred drove some, as did ideological commitment, as did obe-
dience, as did the desire to loot or seize land. Militias did play an im-
portant role in some areas. But in the aggregate my findings do not
support these claims.

Rather, the overwhelming majority of perpetrators in rural areas
were ordinary men. They were fathers, husbands, and farmers who had
average levels of education and who had no prior history of violence.
The evidence presented in this chapter shows that the demographic
profile of perpetrators is very similar to the demographic profile of
adult Hutu men at the time of the genocide. For the most Rwan-
da’s genocide perpetrators—*génocidaires”—were régular citizens.

Their reasons for committing genocide are also, in the aggregate,
quite banal. Many men chose to join groups of attackers because they
feared punishment from other Hutus if they refused to take part in the
violence. Other men were scared of the advancing Tutsi rebels and, af-
ter their leaders encouraged them to do so, attacked Tutsi civilians as
a way to counter the rebels. Still other men opportunistically ex-
ploited the confusion of the moment to grab power or to steal from
their neighbors. Rwanda’s perpetrators may not be the Nazi careerists
that scholars of the Holocaust have consistently found, but the Rwan-
dan perpetrators’ reasons for taking part in genocide resemble their
Nazi counterparts in important ways. In particular, the Rwandans’
motivations were considerably more ordinary and routine than fﬁe
extraor&inary cnmes “they helped commit. B

“All'this is consistent with the findings from the previous chapter.
The basic pattern that I find for rural areas is as follows. After Habya-
rimana’s assassination and the resumption of war, a small core of
local actors seized the initiative, consolidated control, and then mo-
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bilized adult Hutu men to destroy the “Tutsi enemy.” The actual war
that was happening in the country was critical to the dynamics of mo-
bilization as well as to the logic of killing. Common perceptions about
state power and authority also mattered for the mass mobilization, as
did expectations derived from preexisting institutions of labor mobi-
lization. But the overall picture is not one that points strongly to a
“culture of Ratred” toward Tutsis, to a deep dehumanization of Tut-
si5, or unemployment and rage among angry young men. Rather, the
main dynamics driving participation in the violence are pressure from
other Hutus, security fears, and opportunity—and those mechanisms
were salient in a context of national state orders to attack Tutsis, war,
dense local institutions, and close- knit settlements.

The findings are surprising—at least they were to me—and I will
take the next three chapters to present evidence to support and illus-
trate them. The discussion may occasionally be dry, but the point is
to present and interpret evidence about individual-level participation
in a careful and methodical fashion.

My starting point, again, is the gap in information about perpetra-
tors. We know little about the basic facts of the perpetrator population
in terms of who perpetrators were, how they compare to the rest of the
Rwandan population, and how many perpetrators there were. This
chapter focuses on these issues and, more specifically, three main con-
cerns. First, I focus on methodology. Interviewing génocidaires raises
obvious concerns about validity and credibility, and I want readers to
understand my procedures, why I decided on them, and their limita-
tions. Second, I focus on perpetrator characteristics such as age, edu-
cation level, occupation, and other dimensions. I also test hypotheses
about whether differences in various characteristics can explain dif-
ferences in levels of participation. Were, for example, younger men
more violent than older men during the genocide? Third, I focus on
the attacks themselves. I discuss who led the attacks against Tutsis,
as well as how large the attacks were. I use my findings here to esti-
mate how many perpetrators there were in the genocide. Overall, the
chapter helps clarify the dynamics of genocide at the local level and
thereby provides an empirical base from which I try to interpret what
drove the violence.

Methodology

I start with a brief discussion of methodology. The issue matters be-
cause a central problem for those who want to explore why individu-
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als commit genocide is empirical, not theoretical. There is a large
range of hypotheses that purport to explain individual participation in
genocide (as I discussed at the end of chapter 1). However, with the ex-
ception of the literature on the Holocaust, where the evidentiary
record is deep, there is little detailed and systematically collected mi-
cro-level evidence for most cases of genocide and mass violence. That
lacuna is especially acute in the Rwandan case despite the volume of
material published on the genocide.?

The need for more and better evidence is obvious, but the question
of how to find and gather that evidence is less clear. Mass violence in
a country directly affects almost everyone, and it traumatizes many.
This is particularly true in Rwanda, where the rate of participation
was high, where the killing took place in public locations across the
country and where, after the genocide, more than two million citizens
(nearly a third of the remaining population) fled the country as
refugees. Moreover, mass violence often is subject to criminal pro-
ceedings and of enormous political importance to the authorities in
power (again, especially so in Rwanda). For these reasons, empirical
research on mass violence after the fact is a major methodological
challenge, and no informant or method should be treated as unbiased
or objective.

I chose to focus on perpetrators because I wanted to answer ques-
tions about the reasons that individuals commit genocide and the dy-
namics of mobilization. The method followed the research question.
To be sure, the approach does not exclude other sources of data; tri-
angulation is essential, as I have made clear. I also do not treat perpe-
trator testimony as unbiased. Rather, I consider the testimony to be
self-interested narratives that need to be critically and skeptically
examined.

In Rwanda, the justice system is the obvious point of entry to col-
lect information about perpetrators. After the genocide, the RPF-led
government chose maximal prosecution, meaning that the govern-
ment charged everyone who participated in the genocide in some fash-
ion. Rwandans who killed or participated in killing faced prosecution,
as did those who looted during the genocide. By 2000, the government
had arrested nearly 110,000 individuals on genocide charges, of whom
about 6,000 had been sentenced by 2002 (the year I conducted my prin-
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2. Many scholars recognize this gap in the evidence. For example, Neil Kressel
writes: “No studies have addressed the question of why individual Hutus, from the mili-
tias and the general public, joined in the slaughter.” Kressel, Mass Hate: The Global Rise
of Genocide and Terror (New York: Plenum Press, 1996}, 112.
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cipal research).® One research strategy could be to analyze court doc-
uments from these cases. However, the only publicly available docu-
ments in 2002 were judgments, and I found the information therein
too general for either reconstructing the dynamics of violence or hy-
pothesis-testing. That being the case, I decided that the best method
for generating theoretically relevant information about perpetrators
was to interview them.

Given the large number of detainees and the methodological prob-
lems inherent in interviewing perpetrators, the matter of sampling is
crucial. I had four main selection criteria. First, I chose to interview
detainees who had been sentenced. Sentenced detainees have fewer in-
centives to lie than detainees awaiting t. trlal Moreover, gullty verdicts
provide a modicum of verification, however imperfect, and that trials
already had taken place meant that the material in them already had
been publicly discussed (an important consideration for the university
institutional review board charged with protecting “human subjects”
whose approval I needed). Second, I interviewed detainees who had
pled guilty.# In 2000, I conducted a pilot study and found that inter-
viewees who had not confessed were not helpful for the questions I
asked. My objective in the interviews was to understand the dynam-
ics of genocide, so talking to a respondent who denied doing or seeing
anything related to the genocide would not make for particularly re-
warding research. Third, I sampled randomly where possible. Here the
issue was to avoid biases that would be introduced by others choosing
respondents for me. In previous experience in Rwanda, I had seen how
prison officials or prisoners had chosen specific perpetrators for re-

3. For the former, see Office of the Prosecutor, “Abantu Bafungiye mu Magereza
Kasho na Burigade,” Ministry of Justice, Kigali, Rwanda, August 2002. These statistics
were the latest available when I conducted field research in Rwanda in 2002. For the lat-
ter; see Office of the Prosecutor, “Décisions judiciares rendues par années (Déc. 1996-
Juin 2002),” Ministry of Justice, August 2002. By June 2002, 7211 detainees had been
judged, of whom 1,386 had been acquitted.

4. Rwanda’s law for prosecuting genocide crimes included a provision for reduced
sentences if suspected perpetrators confessed and pled guilty to their crimes. See Offi-
cial Gazette of the Republic of Rwanda, “Organic Law on the Organization of Prosecu-
tions for Offences Constituting the Crime of Genocide or Crimes against Humanity
Committed since 1 October 1990,” Kigali, Rwanda, September 1, 1996, 16-18. The con-
fession process has four stages. First, detainees must indicate they want to plead guilty.
Second, they must write out their confession. Third, the public prosecutor must read
and accept their confession. Fourth, the confession is publicly handled in a court pro-
ceeding and either accepted or rejected by a three-judge panel. According to data pro-
vided to me by the Prosecutor General’s office, in 2002, 25 percent of the prisoner
population had confessed, which refers to detainees who were at any one of these four
stages.
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searchers or journalists to interview. I wanted to sidestep that prob-
lem. Fourth, I sampled nationally, meaning that I sampled in every
prison where there was a population of perpetrators who had been sen-
tenced and had confessed. Sampling nationally was important given
the regional variation in Rwandan politics and in when the killing
campaign started.

In total Iinterviewed 210 detainees in fifteen central prisons dur-
ing a six month period, and the survey represents the largest study of
perpetrators of which I am aware. My procedure was the following. At
each prison, I made an advance request to prison officials for a list of
sentenced confessors in a particular prison. On an agreed date, I re-
turned to the prison, obtained the list, and then used computer-gen-
erated random numbers to select individuals from the list. In some
prisons, the number of sentenced confessors was too small to use ran-
dom numbers. One prison had only six sentenced confessors, and I in-
terviewed all of them. In four other prisons, I simply interviewed every
other prisoner on the list. For the remainder, I used random numbers.®
(The differences in the size of the sentenced confessor population per
prison led me to weight my findings—more on this below.)

I also limited my sampling to men. To be clear, women did play im-
portant roles during the genocide. In particular, where women were in
leadership positions at the national and local levels, they often were
instrumental in organizing, promoting, and authorizing genocidal
killing. Women participated in other ways during the genocide. Some-
times women looted, in particular after Tutsis were killed. Sometimes
women told bands of killers where Tutsis were hiding. Sometimes
women encouraged their husbands or sons to attack Tutsis.® However,
based on all my preliminary research I concluded that men formed the
overwhelming majority of perpetrators. Prisoner statistics reflect this:
in 2001 and 2002, women constituted only about 3 percent of the pris-
oner population.” Of those, very few had both confessed to commit-

5. Nyanza prison (Butare province} is where I interviewed all six prisoners. The ra-
tios of those interviewed to the population in my sampling frame are the following: Gi-
tarama (1 of 2); Rilima (1 of 11); Gikongoro (1 of 2); Butare {1 of 2); Kigali Central (1 of
4); Kibungo (1 of 7); Nsinda (1 of 29); Byumba I {1 of 6); Byumba II {1 of 6); Ruhengeri (1
of 3); Gisenyi (1 of 6); Kibuye (1 of 3}; Cyangugu {1 of 6); and Kimironko {1 of 2}. To ac-
count for this variation in sampling, I weight all statistical analyses in the pages to come
according to the sampling proportion per prison.

6. 1 base this statement on my research. For a thorough discussion of women'’s par-
ticipation in the genocide and on the primary ways they participated, see Nicole Hogg,
“I Never Poured Blood”: Women Accused of Genocide in Rwanda, M.A. thesis, Faculty
of Law, McGill University, Toronto, Canada, November 2001, 76.

7. Hogg, “I Never Poured Blood,” 58.
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ting genocide and been sentenced. Since my sampling criteria were to
interview sentenced confessors and since the overwhelming majority
of perpetrators were men, I limited my survey to men. My findings
thus pertain to male perpetrators.

To conduct the interviews, I designed a semi-structured question-
naire to test various hypotheses. The questionnaire included both
closed and open-ended questions. The order of the questions and the
way in which I asked them proved important to the respondents’ de-
gree of openness. I found it essential to begin the interviews with un-
threatening questions, and I found that indirect, open-ended questions
often elicited the most rewarding responses. I also found it important
that I conduct the interviews myself so that I could evaluate, or at least
try to evaluate, the respondent’s veracity in each case. I also found it
essential to ask follow-up questions to clarify responses I did not un-
derstand. The interviews were conducted in private rooms out of
earshot of other prisoners, with only my research assistant, the re-
spondent, and me present.

My research assistant was critical. Though French and Swahili are
spoken in Rwanda, and I speak some of both, some 98 percent of the
respondents in my sample wanted to speak in their mother tongue,
Kinyarwanda, which meant I needed an assistant. After much thought,
I decided that the best assistant would be a Rwandan who had lived in
the country before and during the genocide and whom respondents
would not associate with the ruling regime. The former mattered be-
cause the assistant could judge each respondent’s credibility and, af-
ter the interviews, explicate his responses to me, if need be. The latter
mattered because I wanted to create an atmosphere in which respon-
dents would feel comfortable and not as if they were under criminal
interrogation.

To meet these concerns, I chose an assistant whom respondents
would identify as Hutu. In fact, my assistant was of mixed parentage,
and he and various members of his family had been attacked, threat-
ened, and robbed during the genocide.® He also had prior experience
as a human rights investigator and had worked in Rwanda’s prison sys-
tem. In short, by his experience and identity—and also by his intelli-
gence and manner—my assistant put respondents at ease, gave me
insight into their testimony, and overall provided a first-stage verifi-
cation on the interview material.

8. His mother is Tutsi, but because Rwandan ethnicity is patrilineal, he was con-
sidered Hutu.
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Credibility is, indeed, a major concern when interviewing perpetra-
tors. Some responses (such as perpetrator characteristics, which I an-
alyze below) are less problematic. But it is clear that prisoners may lie,
misremember, or reconstruct events in order to mitigate their re-
sponsibility or justify their conduct. My research design reduced these
risks because I interviewed sentenced perpetrators who had pled
guilty and because I sampled in different prisons {thereby preventing
prisoners’ ability to coordinate deception). But important credibility
questions remain, particularly concerning the ways in which respon-
dents may reconstruct pre-genocide Rwanda and the genocide itself.

While in Rwanda, I took several other measures to corroborate pet-
petrator testimony. First, I sought out specific survivors whom perpe-
trators had mentioned in order to verify the latter’s accounts. Second,
I identified Hutu men who survivors and local authorities agreed had
not participated in the genocide. I then asked them to describe their
experiences during the genocide, again with an eye on corroboration.
Third, where possible, I checked the survey results against existing
secondary sources. Many documents and studies of the genocide con-
tain anecdotes and informed opinion, which I used to crosscheck my
findings. These are not foolproof measures, but they add a layer of ver-
ification to perpetrator testimony.

The representative-ness of the sample is another important concern.
My conclusion is that the sample well represents the confessor popula-
tion, which, when I was conducting the research, was about 25 percent
of the overall prisoner population.® Nothing suggests that the confes-
sors the government prosecuted first were different from other confes-
sors. However, whether my sample is representative of (a) the entire
prison population or (b} the entire perpetrator population is unclear. The
safe assumption is that the sample underrepresents the worst killers,
who were more likely to have fled Rwanda for good, to have been sub-
ject to revenge killings by Tutsis, or to have chosen not to confess be-
cause of the scale of their crimes. This probable bias against hardcore
killers should be kept in mind as T work through the results below.

Finally, I define a genocide “perpetrator” (génocidaire) as any per-
son who participated in an attack against a civilian in order to kill or
to inflict serious injury on that civilian. Perpetrators thus would be
those who directly killed or assaulted civilians and those who partic-
ipated in groups that killed or assaulted civilians. During the genocide,
there were other kinds of participation. Many Rwandans joined state-
mandated civilian night patrols. Sometimes the members of these pa-

9. See note 4.
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trols killed civilians, and if they did they would be perpetrators under
my definition. However, if they did not, they would not be. There also

. was a significant amount of looting during the genocide. If killing ac-

companied the looting, then looters would be perpetrators under my
definition. However, if Rwandans looted property but did not join at-
tacks in which civilians were killed, they would not be perpetrators.
The central idea behind this definition is that a perpetrator is some-
one who materially participated in the murder or attempted murder
of a noncombatant.

Perpetrator Characteristics

With that background in mind, let me now turn to the findings. I
start with the basic demographic profile of the perpetrators: age, level
of education, paternity rate, and so forth. Where possible, I compare
my findings to national census figures before the genocide in order to
determine how and whether perpetrators differed from the rest of the
population.!©

Age

How old were Rwanda’s génocidaires? Many observers claim that
young men and “unemployed city youth” were the genocide’s main
perpetrators.!! If true, that might support a frustration-aggression ar-
gument: young people faced a future of meager employment prospects
and a land shortage and thus, the argument goes, were prone to vio-
lence. To find out how old perpetrators were, I asked respondents to
name the year in which they were born, and then I subtracted that
number from the year when the genocide occurred (1994).12 The re-
sults are reported in table 4.1, along with comparable census data.!?

10. An alternative approach would be to create a “control group” of nonperpetrator
Hutu men. However, when I conducted research in 2002, I could not be confident that
non-imprisoned Hutu men were not perpetrators. Furthermore, in 2002 interviewing
non-charged men about the genocide would have raised ethical concerns about whether
1 would put respondents at unnecessary risk and therefore would be unacceptable to my
home university’s institutional review board. In short, I chose not to collect data sys-
tematically on non-incarcerated Hutu men and instead I compare my results to national
census data, where possible.

11. Alison Des Forges, Leave None to Tell the Story: Genocide in Rwanda (New York:
Human Rights Watch, 1999}, 11; for a reference to “unemployed city youth” playing an
important role, see Waller, Becoming Evil, 69.

12. For example, if a respondent was born in 1965, I recorded his age during the geno-
cide to be twenty-nine. The reason I asked for year of birth is that some respondents did
not know the month or day when they were born.

13. The relevant census data are found in République du Rwanda, Recensement
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Table 4.1 Age of perpetrators (N = 210)

Weighted Rwanda adult Rwanda male
Age range sample male population (15+) population
0-14 0% ~ 48.2%

15-19 3.9 19.4% 10.0
20-24 12.0 15.7 8.1
25-29 11.6 144 7.4
30-34 28.6 133 6.9
35-39 18.5 9.9 5.1
40-44 11.6 6.5 3.3
45-49 6.8 4.3 2.2
50-54 1.0 4.0 2.0
55-59 2.4 34 1.7
60+ 3.6 9.0 4.6
Median age 34 30 15

The results clearly show that my sample of perpetrators is not pre-
dominantly youthful. To the contrary, the perpetrators were primar-
ily adult men: 89 percent were 20 to 49 years old and the greatest
concentrations were m@?w old. The median age was 34.14
Even more striking is the<d ison to the census data. My sample’s
age profile is similar to and, if anything, marginally older than the pro-
gle of the adult male population. The sample is considerably older
than the general population, partly reflecting Rwanda’s high birth
rate.15 I will return to these findings in a moment.

Paternity

The results for paternity rates are similar. Most perpetrators in my
sample—some 77 percent—were fathers: they were not unattached
youths (see table 4.2).

There are no precise comparative data on paternity rates in the cen-
sus. However, extrapolating from data on maternity rates and my sam-
ple’s medians for paternity and age, I conclude that the sample’s

général de la population et de I'habitat au 15 aotit 1991: Analyse des résultats défini-
tifs, Kigali, Rwanda, April 1994, 65, 84.

14. In a forthcoming study that includes interviews with perpetrators in two Rwan-
dan prefectures, Lee Ann Fujii found a similar age structure. She has a sample of four-
teen individuals, and the mean age was thirty-two years old. Lee Ann Fuijij, Killing
Neighbors: The Social Dimensions of Genocide in Rwanda, Ph.D. dissertation, George
Washington University, Washington, D.C., forthcoming.

15. Rwanda’s high birth rate means that the population frequencies will be biased to-
ward younger populations.
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Table 4.2 Paternity rates of perpetrators (N = 209)

Number of children Weighted sample

~NON N A LN —=O
—
~
—_

Median 3

paternity rates are similar to those of Rwanda’s adult male popula-
tion.'® Again, the perpetrators look like average adult Rwandan men.

Occupation

I also asked each respondent to identify his occupation. Two tables
display the results. The first {table 4.3) displays the labels that per-
petrators themselves volunteered when asked to name their occu-
pations.

After several dozen interviews, I learned that many who identified
themselves as farmers had other ways of earning money, which led me
to ask an additional question about whether they earned money in
other ways besides farming.!” Of those to whom I put this question
(N=128), a significant portion—55.5 percent—answered yes. Those
activities included fishing, bricklaying, practicing apiculture, shep-
herding, riding a bicycle taxi, selling beer, being a domestic worker,
being a farm laborer, being a carpenter, being a night watchmgg_:and
peddling wares in a market. T -
"—The second table {table 4.4 reorganizes the occupations listed in table
4.3 to correspond to the five occupation categories listed in the census.!®

16. The steps in the logic are as follows: (1) the census reports “female fecundity” for
women aged 15-49 years old to be 6.9 births; (2) of those births, 42.8 percent were born
to women under thirty, which means that by their thirtieth birthday the average Rwan-
dan woman had given birth to 2.95 children; and {3) men generally are older than women
when they parent; and (4) in my sample I found that the median age was thirty-four and
the median number of children was three. Hence I conclude that the sample’s paternity
rate was similar to national averages. For the census data, see République du Rwanda,
Recensement général, 235, 247.

17. 1 thank Philip Verwimp for encouraging me to ask this question to respondents.

18. For the census data, see République du Rwanda, Recensement général, 108-9.
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Table 4.3 Occupations of perpetrators (N = 210)

Occupation Unweighted frequency
Farmer 77.6%
Driver 2.4
Builder/carpenter 1.5
Tailor 0.5
Mechanic 1.0
Business 1.0
Former businessman 0.5
Factory worker 1.0
Moneychanger 0.5
Cellule committee member 4.3
Cellule responsable 2.4
Conseiller 0.5
Political party leader 0.5
Associate director of schools 0.5
Teacher 0.5
Government agricultural agent 1.5
Medical assistant 0.5
Veterinary aide 0.5
Brigadier (head of commune police} 0.5
Reservist 0.5
Forest guard 0.5
Children 1.0
“None” 1.0

The census categories are ambiguous and overlap (especially since
farmers sometimes had other ways of earning money), but I have done
my best to reclassify my data accurately.!®

Given some of the ambiguities in the census data and how the cen-
sus categories correspond to the way that respondents identified Fheir
professions, it seems unwise to make too much of the reported dlffer-
ences. The conclusion to reach is that overall the sample’s occupation
profile is broadly similar to the national population. The main differ-

19. For first category, I include respondents who self-identified as “farmers,” even if
they were cellule committee members or responsables. For the second category, Iin-
clude full-time salaried state officials, such as technical agents, consex}lers,. forest
guards, and communal police. I also include teachers and factory worker§ in this cate-
gory. For the third category, 1 include drivers, builders, carpeflters', tallor,:v», money-
changers, and mechanics. However, it should be noted that some “cultivators” also were
carpenters, builders, mechanics, and tailors on the side. That being the case, V\'rhen com-
paring the sample’s occupation profile to the national one, the first andlthlrd census
categories probably should be added together. For the fourth category, I include busi-
nessmen and ex-businessmen. For the fifth, 1 include those who said they had no pro-
fession, children, reservists, and political party leaders.
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Table 4.4 Perpetrator and national occupation profiles

Occupation Weighted sample Census frequency

Agriculture, fishing, hunting, animal raising 86.1% 91%

Technical professions, administration, and 6.7 2.0
specialized workers

Service sector 3.4 2.3

Commercial sector 1.1 1.0

Other 2.2 3.6

ence is an overrepresentation of professionals, administrative cadre,
and specialized workers in the sample, which could reflect a large pres-
ence of those whom, in the last chapter, I labeled the “rural elite.” But
the major finding here is that, with the exception of an overrepresen-
tation of local elites, the perpetrators strongly resemble the adult male
Hutu population of Rwanda at the time of the genocide.

Education and Literacy

The findings on education and literacy show the same. Some 60.8
percent of the sample was IiteratemftN=196, weighted} compared to
61.7 percent of all Hutu malesolder than six years old.20 Table 4.5
compares the total years of education for my sample to males older
than six. :

Overall, the perpetrators appear to be slightly better educated than
the average Rwandan man, but the differences are slight and may
reflect a skew in the census.?! Again, this evidence indicates that
Rwandan perpetrators were representative of the adult male Hutu
population at the time of the genocide and certainly were not
undereducated.

Taken together, the findings in this section have important impli-
cations. Some theories posit that genocide perpetrators are different in
some fashion. They might be sadistic, socially deviant, or otherwise
predisposed to violence. Or perpetrators might be ignorant or deprived
in some fashion. My findings run squarely against these arguments.
Rwanda’s perpetrators as represented in my random sample of sen-

20. République du Rwanda, Recensement général, 137.

21. The percentages in the census include all men from seven to seventy years old.
However, almost by definition, boys under ten will receive less than four years of edu-
cation. The census results thus slightly overrepresent lower education levels. République
du Rwanda, Recensement général, 138.
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Table 4.5 Perpetrator and national education levels (N = 204)

Years of education Weighted sample Rwandan males
0 ) 32.2% 33.8%

1-3 13.5 22.9

4-8 {primary school} 48.6 36.1

9+ {post-primary school and up} 5.8 5.6

jpu—
tenced confessors were quite’ordinary) They were average adult Hutu
q Ty, y

men—in terms of age, educafion, paternity, and occupation. The av-
erage-ness of Rwandan perpetrators could mean many things. It could
mean that there was a widespread culture of hatred against Tutsis. By
this argument, since the average Hutu hated Tutsis, then the average
perpetrator would look like the average Hutu man.??> Based on my
findings that I present below and in chapters to come, I conclude oth-
erwise: namely, that the logic of mobilization of Hutu men corre-
sponded to preexisting institutions and that many ordinary Hutu men
took part in genocide because of banal situational reasons such as pres-
sure from other Huti, fear, and opportunity 23

o N ——

Stated Political Party Affiliation

In addition to questions about demographic data, I also asked re-
spondents about their social affiliations and networks. Here I wanted
to find out both whether perpetrators came from particular political
parties and whether preexisting social networks were the primary con-
duits for mobilization. There are no comparative national data for
these findings, but the results are interesting in their own right. I start
with political party affiliation (see table 4.6).

There is clearly a risk here that respondents might lie in answering
this question. The expected bias would be to deny MRND and CDR
party membership because those parties are especially implicated in
the genocide. However, among those who said they belonged to a
party, the MRND was the party most frequently cited. Moreover, the
party affiliations generally corresponded to regional party strengths.

22. Such would be an extension of the argument in Daniel Goldhagen, Hitler’s Will-
ing Executioners: Ordinary Germans and the Holocaust (New York: Random House,
1996).

23. And thus my arguments conform more closely to those found in Christopher
Browning, Ordinary Men: Reserve Police Battalion 101 and the Final Solution in Poland
(New York: HarperCollins, 1992).
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Table 4.6 Perpetrator political party affiliation

(N = 209}

Political party Weighted sample
MRND 37.5%
MDR 20.4

PSD 5.1

CDR 2.5

2+ Parties 2.0

None 324

Most respondents from northern and northwest Rwanda said that they
were in the MRND and the CDR, while most from southwest and
south central Rwanda said that they were in the MDR or the PSD. In
short, the responses appear credible, and they suggest that party affil-
iation alone did not determine who became a perpetrator. Perpetrators
belonged to every major party in the country.

Civic and State Involvement

During the interviews, I also asked a series of questions relating to
civic and state involvement. I asked if respondents had a family mem-
ber in the state administration or in the army—under the theory that
civilian connections to officialdom might explain how and why Hutu
men became génocidaires. The same principle holds for civic and
commercial associations: since many Rwandans belong to collectives
for borrowing money, for agriculture, for fishing, and for other activi-
ties, I wanted to see if those networks could explain how men came
to take part in the violence. A third question concerned whether a re-
spondent participated in a mandatory community service program for
adults called umuganda. The program’s activities included building
schools, repairing roads, constructing bridges, digging anti-erosion
ditches, and other community projects. The fourth question con-
cerned whether a respondent participated in the nightly patrols called
QTEPBEO. These patrols were initiated in response to the 19
civil war as Part of a civil defense program, thoug - p
p};menfsd unevenly countrywide (see table 4.7 for results).

The strongest positive finding here concerns the umuganda com-
munity labor program: some 88 percent of respondents took part in the
program. Without appropriate comparable data, I cannot say whether
participation in the program predisposed men to commit genocide or
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Table 4.7 Civic and state involvement of perpetrators {weighted results]

Did you have

a family Were you I?id you do
member in in an Did you do night patrols
the statet? association? umuganda’? {amarando)?
(N = 203) (N = 174) (N = 203) (N = 187)

%
Y 25.8% 36.7% 87.5% 35.1%
Necf 74.2“/2 63.3% 12.5% 64.9%

a4Geate” here includes family members who were in government administration {not in-
cluding teachers), the police, or the army.

whether the program itself was widespread. But at a minimum the
finding demonstrates that a large number of genocide perpetrators had
already complied with state orders to participate in unpaid labor be-
fore the genocide. Moreover, their compliance was apparently unre-
lated to the factors that many believe cause genocide participation,
such as ethnic hatred or prejudice. [ will return to this finding in chap-
ter 8.

Nothing stands out among the other findings. Some respondents
had family members in the government but most did not. Family af-
filiation with the government thus could explain how some men came
to participate, but such affiliation appears not to have been .thf.t pri-
mary vehicle for mobilization. The same is true for associational
membership. As for being part of the civil defense operation before the
genocide, again this alone does not explain why most men Fook part
in the genocide, but as with umuganda, here the findings indicate that
the state had mobilized a significant proportion of perpetrators before
the genocide to perform unpaid labor.

Disaggregating Participation and Statistical Analyses

Not all perpetrators were alike in their degree of participation. Sf)me
killed many Tutsis; others led the killing in their areas; others klll.ed
one person; still others joined attacks against Tutsis but did not kill.
One way to measure different participation rates might be sentence
length, but in reality this is not a valid measure. Based on my obs.er-
vations, Rwandan sentencing procedures were erratic. They varied
year to year, region to region, and case to case, and they did not appear
to correlate to the crime committed.

A better measure is the number of people a perpetrator killed or
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whether he was an avowed leader of the violence. This measure also
has problems, chiefly credibility: there is no systematic way to verify
whether the number of victims a perpetrator admits to killing reflects
the actual number he killed.24 Nonetheless, there is variation in my
sample on how many people perpetrators admit to killing directly (as
opposed to participating in an attack where one or more people were
killed), and this variation can serve to measure degree of participation.

Can the results reported in table 4.8 be trusted? It is impossible to
know for certain. Judging from my observations and those of my as-
sistant, most respondents appeared not to be deliberately lying when
answering this question. On the other hand, the respondents clearly
had an interest either during the interviews or during their court cases
in claiming they killed less than they actually had. That said, the re-
sults in table 4.8 have two important implications. First, the results
indicate that the survey is biased toward lower-level killers, as argued
above. Second, although the absolute numbers may not be perfectly
valid, there is reason to believe that the relative degree of participa-
tion might be. In other words, if the numbers in table 4.8 do not ac-
curately reflect the total number of victims these perpetrators killed
by their own hand, they probably reflect real differences in the degree
of violence respondents committed.

Measuring degree of participation matters for evaluating whether
differences in participation correlate to differences in the characteris-
tics discussed above. To look for these relationships, I use two differ-
ent statistical procedures. The first is regression analysis, which I use
for the variables whose differences can be measured by ordinal cate-
gories (such as age and education level). The second is cross-tabula-
tion, which I use principally for those variables whose differences
cannot be measured by ordinal categories (such as occupation and
party affiliation).

Various regression analyses attribute statistical significance to age
and paternity rates when degree of participation is regressed on those
variables (see Appendix table 4.1 for various bivariate regression re-
sults). The correlation between education level and participation also
looks strong enough to be worthy of further analysis, even if it does
not have statistical significance. By contrast, literacy, associational

24. Court judgments do not help. The judgments that I read specify the number of
deaths for which each defendant is held responsible. But most judgments do not distin-
guish between defendants who killed and those who participated in an attack. There-
fore, the judgments cannot be used to check perpetrator statements about the number
of deaths that each respondent specifically committed.
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Table 4.8 Degree of genocidal participation

Weighted sample N =205
0 directly killed 71.5%
1 directly killed 204
2-4 directly killed 55
5+ directly killed 1.3
Self-identified leader of violence 1.3

membership, participation in the umuganda community labor pro-
gram, and participation in the night patrols do not appear to be related
strongly with degree of participation. ‘

To examine these patterns further, I ran a multivariate regression
analysis with the three variables—age, paternity, and education—that
the bivariate analyses showed to be strongly related to degree of par-
ticipation {see Appendix table 4.2 for results). The multivariate resp.lts
indicate that age continues to have a statistically significant relation-
ship with degree of participation when the other two variables are held
constant. However, the paternity result changes: when controlled for
age and education, paternity loses its statistical significance. By con-
trast, when the other two variables are held constant, education l?e—
comes statistically significant, but it has a negative relationship with
degree of participation.

Why does all this matter? The regression analyses indicate that t.he
younger perpetrators, those with fewer or no children, and those with
lower levels of education tended to be the most violent during the
genocide. The findings thus support some common wisdom about the
genocide: namely, that Rwanda’s killers were unattached.youths agd
poorly educated. In other words, my primary finding in this chapter is
that most perpetrators were ordinary men who broadly reflected the
society in which they lived. However, the statistical analysis reveals
that among perpetrators the most violent appear to have been younger,
less well educated, and with fewer children, often no children.

Cross-tabulation analysis yields another nuance.?® Of the self-iden-
tified leaders of the violence at the local level, all but one were be-
tween the ages of 33 and 37. All had finished their primary school
education but had no further education, and all had between three and
five children. In short, while overall the most violent individuals

25. 1report the results from the cross-tab analysis but do not reproduce the tables.
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in the sample tended to be younger with a low level of education
(and had the fewest children), the local-level leaders of the violence
tended to be well-integrated adult men with above average levels of
education.

Occupation also matters. The self-described leaders were all ad-
ministration officials, non-state rural elites, or farmers who had other
ways to earn income (one was a tailor, the other a brickmaker|). How-
ever, of those who killed two or more people, nearly 90 percent had
preexisting firearms training (as in the case of an army reservist or a
forest guard) or were farmers. These patterns suggest that the leaders
of the violence tended to have some preexisting social status, while
the most violent persons tended to be trained in firearm use or were
young farmers.26

These statistical results have important implications. They confirm
a general pattern seen in the previous chapter. In particular, there was
a core group of perpetrators at the local level. These included local
elites who tended to take charge during the genocide, whether they
held government posts or not. Working with them were the “thugs”:
a small group of younger men or those who had firearms. The thugs
were political party youths, angry young men, reservists, and, in one
case, a forest guard. They were local specialists in violence or those
who used their youth and strength to their advantage, and they did the
lion’s share of killing. The stereotype of the unattached youthful mili-
tia may not characterize the perpetrator population as a whole but
rather those who were most violent at the local level. Otherwise, or-
dinary Hutu men formed the mass of perpetrators. They had few dis-
tinguishing features; they were average, regular men, and their
participation in genocide, I will argue, is due to situational and insti-
tutional factors relating to war, Rwanda’s state, and the crisis of the
moment.

Characteristics of Attacks

In addition to information about individuals’ characteristics and
their affiliations, I also asked respondents to describe attacks against
Tutsis in some detail. Table 4.9 reports what respondents volunteered
when asked who led the attacks in which they participated.

26. The differences were marginal for farmers who had some other means of earning
money and for those who did not (N=126).
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Table 4.9 Leaders of attacks (N = 184)

Who led the killings in your area? Weighted frequency®
Civilian authorities (Commune, sector, and/or 47.3%
cellule officials) 257
Army soldiers and/or gendarmes .0

Non-state rural elite (e.g. businessmen, teachers, 12.
ex-officials, doctors, engineers, university students)
“Peasants who made themselves strong” or “peasants” 12.0
Interahamwe or other armed militia lé;
Local political party leaders o 5.4
National leaders (parliamentarians, ministers) .
Respondent does not know who led killings ‘ gg
Reservists, demobilized soldiers, commune police 2.7
“Youths” 2 .6
“Delinquents” ! .0
No leaders .

aMany respondents identified more than one category pf 1'eader, such ixls ? civilian ia:t}k)l(());
ity working with a soldier or a teacher worku'lg' Wlth a m111_t1_aman. Il:eca 1, 0; e?(axgg Z,enze
in the last chapter we saw that soldiers and civilian autho'ntl'es worked ¢ ose]y tin hp enze.
The percentages reported in column 2 thus represent the incidence that any l? ers 1g cate-
gory is mentioned. For example, if a respondent said that the burgomaster, soldiers, and a p
litical party leader led the killing in his area, I would count each category once.

The evidence is consistent with the patterns seen elsewhere: the
leaders of attacks tended to have preexisting social status—they were

local authorities or Iocal elites—or else they were officials in the army
or the gendarmerie. Respondents also said that militias, youths, delin-
quen-t;, “and’ “peasants who made themselves strong” also l'ed the
killings. Taken together, the findings reported in table 4.9 provide ful..'-
ther evidence that civilian elites and military personnel tended to di-
rect the violence in rural areas, while aggressive young men—th'e
“thugs” —acted as enforcers for the elites and the rmhtary. The evi-
dence also shows how during the genocide, g_ﬁqp_:gg_’gggg't_hgg._lpes cpuld
opportunistically seize the initiative and lead the violence in their ar-
eas. All of these findings are consistent with the arguments made in
the last chapter.

I asked a series of other questions to probe these issues further (see

table 4.10). N B

Again, the findings show that civilian authonues.a.nfi military per-
sonnel played a large role in the violence. Armed m1l.1t1as also. played
an important role, but their presence was less pervasive than is often
claimed: they were present only in about a quarter of aFtacks. More-
over, according to the respondents, armed militias were in the attacks
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Table 4.10 Perpetrator group compositions (weighted results)

Were there Were there Were there Were there
members of the members of the armed militia Burundians
administration military present members present present in
present in your in your attack?@ in your attack! your attack!?

attack? (N = 160) (N = 166) (N = 140) (N = 153)
No 26.6% 55.7% 73.4% 90.8%
Yes 73.4% 44.3% 26.6% 9.2%

“The “military” here includes members of the army, the Presidential Guard, and the gen-
darmerie as well as reservists.

without civilian authorities or soldiers in only 3 percent of the cases.2”
The perpetrators also indicate that Burundians were not strongly pre-
sent in most attacks, a finding that runs contrary to the claim that Bu-
rundi refugees were key instigators of the violence. In short, the
findings from these tables indicate that state authorities in the form
of civilian administrators and military personnel played a large role in
the killings. Authority and authorization were critical to the dynam-
ics of mobilization.

I also asked respondents about the magnitude of the attacks in
which they participated. The results are instructive in their own right,
but I also use them to estimate the total size of the perpetrator popu-
lation. The latter question has been subject to a great deal of specula-
tion, and current estimates are widely discrepant: they range from tens
of thousands of perpetrators to several million.?® The high-end esti-
mate—three million perpetrators—would mean that the entire adult

27. Valid N=133.

28. Senior government officials have estimated three million perpetrators in various
interviews I conducted. See also Philip Gourevitch, We Wish To Inform You that To-
morrow We Will Be Killed with Our Families {New York: Farrar Straus and Giroux,
1998), 244, Mahmood Mamdani estimates “hundreds of thousands” of perpetrators.
Mahmood Mamdani, When Victims Become Killers: Colonialism, Nativism, and Geno-
cide in Rwanda (Ptinceton: Princeton University Press, 2001), 7. Christian Scherrer
claims that 40-66 percent of male Hutu farmers, 60-80 percent of the higher profes-
sions, and “almost 100 percent” of the civil s€rvants participated. No substantiation is
offered for the latter. If properly calculated, those numbers would total more than a mil-
lion perpetrators. Christian Scherrer, Genocide and Crisis in Central Africa: Conflict
Roots, Mass Violence, and Regional War (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2002}, 126. Alison Des
Forges cites “tens of thousands” in Leave None, 260; Bruce Jones hypothesizes that
25,000 or fewer killers may have killed as many as a million over the course of a hun-
dred days; see Bruce Jones, Peacemaking in Rwanda: The Dynamics of Failure (Boulder,
CO: Lynne Rienner, 2001), 41.
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Table 4.11 Perpetrator group sizes during the genocide

Group size
per cellule Weiehtod
ize Weighted {# of persons eighte

(C#;#Ig)? geisons) frequency per cellule) frequency
1-10 23.7% 1-10 44.1%
11-30 28.6 11-20 25.4
31-50 17.5 21-30 15.2
51-100 11.1 31-40 7.2
101-200 3.8 41-50 7.0
200+ 153 SOf 1.1
Weighted average 116 persons Weighted average 22 persons

Hutu population at the time of the genocide participated in it.2® My
findings can yield an imperfect but better estimate.

To create an estimate, I calculate the average number of perpetra-

tors per cellule (the smallest administrative unit nat10nw1§e) based c;ré
respondents’ statements about the size and makeup f)f their groups.
I then estimate the number of cellules where genocide occgrred, un-
der the assumption that mobilization dynamics were similar coun-
trywide once violence started in a particular commpmty. I start here
with table 4.11, which reports both average group sizes as well as av-
erage group sizes per cellule. . o

The numbers in the table have a number of important 1mphf:at1on's.
First, violence during the genocide happened almost faxclusxvely in
groups. Of all the respondentsIinterviewed, only one said he launch.ed
on an attack on his own. The genocide was a group-perpetrated act%v-
ity. Second, perpetrator groups varied in size, but many were quite
large. Nearly 20 percent of all reported attacks had one hundred or
more perpetrators, and some attacks exceeded a thousand persons.

29. According to the 1991 census, Rwanda had 2,813,232 citizens between 18 axlld 54.
If 8.4 percent were Tutsi, the Hutu population was 2,57§,920. Because of population
growth between 1991 and 1994, the actual number was higher, and some perpetrat(f)rs
were younger than 18 and older than 54. Still, the estimate of Fhree million accounts for
the entire Hutu population. For the census figures, see République du Rwanda, Recense-
mgl(l)? %8::15:& rlezs:'ondents the makeup of the attacks in which they participatefif. I as-
sume an average of 4 cellules per sector, and 44 cellules per commune. Thus, if a re-
spondent said there were 50 attackers from two cellules, I calculate a 25 person per
cellule attack. If there were 100 attacks from all over the sector, t’he pe;—cellule avere:ige
would be the same. For my administrative calculations, I used République du Rwanda,
“Annexe a 'arréte présidentiel no. 251/03,” Kigali, Rwanda, November 10, 1975.
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As for the size of the perpetrator population, I estimate 5,852 cel-
Iules where genocide occurred, a number that I multiply by the esti-
mate of the average number of perpetrators per cellule.®! The product
of these numbers is 128,744 persons, which is a base estimate for the
number of perpetrators (22 persons X 5852, cellules). I also make a se-
ries of additional modifications. The most important is that respon-
dents’ estimates of group size were for single attacks, not for the
genocide’s duration. Often the same nucleus of perpetrators partici-
pated day in and day out, but group composition also changed over
time. I know of no way to calculate this number systematically, but
based on my research, my best estimate is an average of thirty to
thirty-five perpetrators per cellule over the course of the genocide.32

If we assume a baseline standard of thirty perpetrators per cellule,
the total number of perpetrators would be about 175,000, whereas if
we assume thirty-five perpetrators per cellule, then the total number
of perpetrators would be about 210,000. The main advantages of this
estimate are that it is based on (1) a national sample, (2) direct perpe-
trator information, and (3) an explicit methodology. Indeed, if any as-
sumption made here is wrong or if new research yields different
findings, the estimate can be revised. The main weaknesses with the
estimate are that it is based on (1) perpetrator observations about group
size and makeup and it is not clear how accurate those observations
are, (2) an assumption of broadly similar dynamics of mobilization
across regions once genocidal violence started at the local level, and
(3) informed guesswork about perpetrators in those areas not well rep-
resented in my sample.

If the figure of 175,000 to 210,000 perpetrators holds up as more ev-

31. The estimate is that genocide occurred in 133 communes nationwide and that
there were on average 44 cellules per commune. In addition to Giti, those communes
where genocide did not occur, because the RPF controlled them or because there in
the demilitarized zone, include Kiyombe, Muvumba, Kivuye, Cyumba, Mukarange
[Byumba Prefecture], Kigombe, Kinigi, Butaro, Nkumba, Cyeru, and Kidaho [Ruhengeri
Prefecture).

32. I'make two other modifications. First, of the estimated 40,000 soldiers and inter-
ahamwe in the country at the time of the genocide, I estimate that some 10,000 played
a direct role in the genocide. Second, several communes had few resident Tutsis prior to
the genocide, and there the relative number of attackers would likely be lower. Even if
the above calculations are based on a national average, the bias is against those pockets
of the country where genocide did not exist because no Tutsis lived there, or because
the RPF seized the communes extremely quickly. I estimate an additional eleven com-
munes where this occurred. They are: Tare, Rushashi, Musasa [Kigali-Rural], Nyakinama,
Nyamugali, Nyamutera, Ruhondo [Ruhengeri], Gaseke [Gisenyi], Tumba, Kinyami, and
Rutare [Byumba]. For these communes, T use a base estimate of 15 to 20 perpetrators per
cellule.
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idence becomes available, the estimate has two important implica-
tions. First, the numbers run counter to allegations that the current
authorities are governing a “criminal population.”33 The Rwandan
census defines “active adults” as eighteen to fifty-four years old. As
such, my estimate of the number of perpety s7to8 percent
of the active adult Hutu population and ﬂq to 17 percet of the active
adult male Hutu population at the time of the gernocide.34 It was not

only a minority who did. .
H Second, even if not all Hutu men participated in the genocide, avery
significant number did. Rarely do governments succeed in mqblllzlng
14 to 17 percent of an adult male population to participate in state-
sanctioned behavior. This is especially true for African governments,
 which tend to have weak roots in the countryside and generally have
weak mobilizational capacity. Some scholars argue that in most geno-
cides direct participation in the murdering of civilians is limiteq to a
very small minority of the population.3> If true, then the magnitude
of civilian participation in the Rwandan genocide would be anom-
alous when compared to other cases of genocide. In short, the large-
scale civilian participation (1) characterizes the Rwandan genocide,
(2) runs contrary to expectations about the power of African states, and
(3 is anomalouscoﬁparedto other gengcides. Civilian participation
also was critical to the rapid character of the Rwandan genocide: with
s0 many men taking part, Tutsis and other targeted individuals had lit-
tle room for escape. All this points to the importance of civiliaq par-
ticipation in the genocide and the need to explain it—a question I
discuss more explicitly in the next chapter.

This chapter is an introduction to my research on Rwanda’s genocide
perpetrators. I discuss the methodology I used to select 210 sentenced
and self-confessed genocide criminals to interview. The chapter also
discusses my main findings about the identity of Rwanda’s perpetra-

33. Ashas been claimed in many interviews conducted with RPF officials and as cited
in Mamdani, When Victims Become Killers, 7.

34. Rwanda had 2,813,232 citizens between 18 and 54 in 1991. If 8.4‘1 percent were
Tutsi, the Hutu population was 2,576,920, of which 48.7 percent were active men. Thus,
the total number of active adult Hutu men was approximately 1,255,960. (The actual
figure may be slightly greater because of population growth betvxiee/n 1991 and 1994.) For
the census figures, see République du Rwanda, Recensemgnt général, ?4,. 124,

35. On this point, see Benjamin Valentino, Final Solutions: Mass Killing and Geno-
cide in the Twentieth Century (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2004}, esp. ch. 2.
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tors at the local level, as well as the principal characteristics of the
attacks in which they participated. The main findings are that the per-
petrator population strongly resembles the adult Hutu male popula-
tion at the time of the genocide. Rwanda’s perpetrators were ordinary
in all but the crimes they committed. There were, however, different
levels of violence. Some men killed more than others; some men led
and authorized the violence at the local level. On the whole, those
who killed the most were young, less well-educated men, militias,
political party youth, and the like; they were the “thugs” I identified
in chapter 3. Those who led the attacks were Rwandans with preex-
isting status—the rural elite—and in almost every attack some mem-
ber of the state was present. The collective dimension of the violence
is another critical attribute of the violence. Men committed Rwanda’s
genocide almost entirely in groups, often of a fairly large size. Men
killed in groups and usually under the direction of those with rural
authority.

These findings all clarify what happened at the local level during the
genocide, but what do they mean? The ordinariness of Rwanda’s
killers, the group dynamics of the violence, and the large-scale civil-
ian participation could be indicators of a wide range of causal factors.
The findings could mean that anti-Tutsi hatred was widespread, that
there was a “culture of hatred,” or that there was widely shared
poverty. In other words, the average-ness of the killers and the extent
of participation do not necessarily tell us what drove ordinary men to
become génocidaires. To answer the causal questions, I turn to other
evidence, in particular what I will present in the next chapter (as well
as what I presented in the chapters 2 and 3). But to cut to the chase, I
conclude that the evidence runs contrary to cultural and identity ar-
guments. Rather, the evidence points to situational factors—choices

were made in particular contexts—to the importance of feat and un.
Xisting norms about authority

certainty in an acute war, and
M UMM T T N

and civilian labor mobilization.

The findings from this chapter also square with what I found in my
micro-comparative study. In rural areas, something like the following
seems to have occurred: in a period of acute crisis and turmoil—after
the assassination, the resumption of war, and national hardliners de-
clared Tutsis as the “enemy”—a core of leaders took the initiative in

their communities. The leaders tended t
tus or were armed, and they worked closely with a small group of very
violent individuals—the “thugs.” Once this small nucleus of actors
consolidated control, they in turn mobilized as many Hutu men as
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they could to join them, no matter who those Hutu men were. In do-
ing so, the leaders and thugs claimed that participating in the killing
was an “obligation” or “law” —it became synonymous with order and
authority—and adult Hutu men were required to do their part. From
there, the violence snowballed: once a man was incorporated into the
killing, he expected the same from his peers. Thus, very quickly large

e perpetrators look like a random sample of adult Hutu men—most

Derpetrators were likely mobilized at random.

portant problems. First, motivation remains an open question, as I
have argued. The chapter shows that in the aggregate, perpetrators
were not especially deviant, poor, or deprived; they did not have fewer
social attachments or belong to particular parties. But clearly we need
more precision and more specific information about motivation—
points I take up in the next chapter. Second, we still are far from un-
derstanding the logic of killing and extermination. What rationales did
perpetrators use to justify and support the mass murder of civilians? I
will take up that question directly in chapter 6.

Finally, the evidence presented here shows that perpetrators were a
minority of adult Rwandan males. The arguments presented so far
cannot explain why. If my hypothesis is correct that the majority of
perpetrators were mobilized at random and that social pressure and
coercion played an important role, then why were there not more
genocide perpetrators? I have some plausible explanations, but the
matter deserves further research. For one, chance might explain why
some became perpetrators while others did not: some Rwandan men
may simply have been at the wrong place at the wrong time. That is,
they might have been at a commercial center when a band of young
thugs came there to find others to join in an attack. Others might have
been on the path to a Tutsi home. In fact, as we will see in the next
chapter, a huge proportion of respondents lived in close proximity to
Tutsis. Still others might have lived near.a-local leader. I have anec-
dotal reasons to support the claim that luck mattered in who did and
did not become a perpetrator, but I did not systematically investigate
the question. Again, we need more research in this area.

Another plausible explanation is that in many locations the killing
ended very quickly because Tutsis were killed quickly in that area. If
we take the example of Kayove commune from the last chapter, the
killing ended within seven days there because, it would seem, there
remained no Tutsis left to kill. I heard similar accounts in other areas,
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particularly in Ruhengeri and Byumba Prefectures. Thus, the number

‘of Hutu men who complied with participation in the war effort—

through night patrols, especially—was probably greater than the num-
ber of perpetrators {those who took an active role in killing or trying
to kill other civilians). I will revisit some of these issues in the next
chapter, but the question of why some Hutu men became perpetrators

whlle.others did not is an important area for future research on this
genocide.



5 Why Perpetrators Say
They Committed Genocide

I focus in this chapter on the specific reasons why ordinary Rwan-
dan men committed genocide. When I interviewed convicted perpe-
trators, I asked them a series of direct and indirect questions that
would allow me to test several common explanations about partici-
pation in the genocide. The perpetrators’ answers are valuable in their
own right: they further flesh out what happened at the local level bgth
before and during the genocide. But my main objective in analyzing
the responses is to test hypotheses about why ordinary Rwandan men
took part in mass violence, often against people thex}g&gygg{gg&zﬂlﬂy

The findings are consistent with those in the previous chapters.
Overall, I find little evidence to suggest that ethnic hatred, material
deprivation, or a culture of obedience were widespread among the.per-
petrators I interviewed. Rather, two other factors were more salient.
First, men participated in the killing because other men encouraged,
intimidated, and coerced them to do so in the name of authority and
“the law.” Many respondents described situations where they_he-
lieved that they faced a choice between being punished or committing
violence, and many chose the latter. Second, men participated in the

illing because they were scared and angry. Many respondents said
that "E}'i”ew)'ffgﬁré&"i‘liué"'édi}"éﬁ'éiﬁé"Tﬁf"éfmféﬁ'éﬁ and were angry about the
president’s death, which they blamed on the rebels. Those are the
chapter’s principal findings—in the aggregate. also present a series of
other findings that pertain to common arguments about the gen001d§’s
causes, and I discuss throughout explanations for the differences in

levels of participation among perpetrators.
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Credibility is an obvious concern in this chapter, perhaps more so
than anywhere else in this book. Perpetrators are more likely to lie
or to reconstruct events in their own self-interest when answering
questions about their attitudes and motivations than when discus-
sing their age and education levels. That being the case, I crosscheck
the results whenever possible, and I explicitly evaluate the truthful-
ness of various responses at different points in the chapter. These are
measures I take in addition to the sampling criteria discussed in the
last chapter. In short, credibility is an important and unavoidable
concern in the chapter, but I triangulate the findings as much as
possible.

Social Conditions and Destabilization before the Genocide

I start here with a series of questions about life in Rwanda before
the genocide. As chapter 1 showed, there were a number of sources of
social upheaval in Rwanda before the genocide. There was the civil
war with the RPF that started in October 1990, the introduction of
multiparty politics, the assassination of Burundi’s first Hutu president
and the ensuing violence in that country, and general economic
malaise. The changes contributed to the radicalization of the hardlin-
ers within the ruling party. But did these national-level issues trickle
down to the local level? If so, did the events contribute to individuals
committing genocide? Many authors claim that they did, and some
prominent theories of genocide stress political upheaval as a key
causal factor.! To get at the issue, I asked perpetrators a series of ques-
tions about pre-genocide Rwanda, starting with the 1990 civil war
(commonly called the “October War” in Rwanda).

Table 5.1 shows fairly widespread upheaval at the local level. Mul-
tipartyism was clearly a significant source of change. Respondents fre-
quently described violent contests for local-level control among
parties. They told how party youths threw stones at each other and at
opposing party leaders, how men forcibly pressured others to switch
parties, how party activists tore down flags and poste

v_party activist of opposing
parties, and how political rivalries escalated occasionally into brawls
and murder. The overall impression was that political party activity
significantly disrupted the local political arena—a result that is con-
sistent with the findings from chapter 3, where I found that multiparty

1. Barbara Harff, “No Lessons Learned from the Holocaust? Assessing Risks of Geno-
cide and Political Mass Murder since 1955,” American Political Science Review 97, no.
1 (2003}, 62; Ervin Staub, The Roots of Evil: The Origins of Genocide and Other Group
Violence (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1989).
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Table 5.1 Opinions about pre-1994 upheaval (weighted results)®

Had you
Before Did heard of If so,
Did the 1994, multipartyism political were you
“October War”  were you cause changes problems affected
cause changes afraid of in your in Burundi by what
in your area? the RPF! areat in 1993 you heard?
(N = 206) (N = 198) (N = 205) (N = 205)b (N = 98)
Yes 38.3% 50.3% 63.4% 48.2% 53.1%
No 61.7% 49.7% 36.6% 51.8% 46.9%

aAll statistical analyses in this chapter are weighted as in chapter 4.

bIn my initial interviews, I asked respondents if they were disturbed or affected by the prob-
lems in Burundi. In several interviews, respondents responded quizzically, saying that they
did not understand the question. Thus, I created a two-stage question, asking first if respon-
dents had heard of Burundi’s political problems and, second, if what they had heard affected

them.

politics helped set the stage for the competition for power among lo-
cal elites once the genocide began.

Responses about the civil war were mixed. Unsurprisingly, in the
areas closest to the war, respondents reported significant war-related
changes, including troop movements, fighting, and refugees or inter-
nally displaced persons [IDPs).2 However, in those areas far from the
front lines, respondents reported almost no war-related changes.® At
the same time, about half the respondents countrywide reported be-
ing afraid of the rebel Rwandan Patriotic Front {RPF) before the geno-
cide. They said that they had heard that RPF soldiers killed Hutu
civilians, that the rebels disemboweled pregnant women, that the
rebels were “snakes,” and that they had tails. When I asked respon-
dents how they learned this information, most answered radio broad-
casts. Similarly, respondents from southern regions bordering Burundi
reported the greatest concern about events in that country. But na-
tionwide events in Burundi do not seem to have created deep resent-
ment, fear, and anger among the perpetrators.

What do these results show? The war with the RPF and violence in
Burundi clearly worried both Rwanda’s national elites and ordinary
Rwandans in regions where the effects of these events could be ob-
served directly. But for many Rwandans, especially those engaged in

2. This was the case for respondents in Ruhengeri and Byumba Prefectures and in
Bugesera (Kigali-Rural Prefecture).

3. This was the case for respondents in Cyangugu, Gikongoro, Butare, Kibuye, and
Gitarama Prefectures.
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Table 5.2 Opinions of the Habyarimana government (weighted results)

What was your opinion of the
Habyarimana government? (N = 196)

Opposed? 17.9%
No particular opinion? 32.1
Ambivalent® 1.3
Supportedd 48.6

; . . . .
q ’1;11“e responses mcludegl ”,I, (?/1dn’t support it,” “Iopposed,” “it was not good,” “I did not ben-
e t,f it wss] a dictatorship,” “I was uphappy, " “I reproached it,” “I criticized,” “it did noth-
1n%7 or me,” “he wanted to stay alone in power,” and “I did not benefit.”
. The responses included in this category were “no problem,” “I had no reproach,” “OK,”
i H H
. elt ns:\lrlei:1 bothered me, 1t'd1dp’t C(,),n,?em me,” “I was not interested,” “it caused no prob-
thrp, It ere were no cgrﬁphcathns, no opinion,” “it was like others,” “I didn’t know any-
ing efse,” “I obeyed,” “I submitted myself,” “one followed the law,” “T was led,” and “it
caused nothing bad.”

°The responses included “it was a good dictatorship,” “it started out good and then became
bad,” and “it was good except for umuganda and taxes.”

9The responses included “1 supported it,” “it was good,” “it was very good,” “I liked it,” “
fought for him,” “it united and developed the country,” “it was a secure a’uthority ” ] re-
spegttgd, ’:’ “I was happy,” “there was no ethnic problem,” “people had security,” and “it was
positive.

subsistence agriculture and who had low levels of education, these

o~ .

events remained distant concerns. By contrast, multiparty contests
happened across the country, thus impacting more Rwandans. Simi-
larly, negative propaganda about the RPF broadcast over the radio
reached households across the country and would have been readily
understandable to most Rwandans.# In short, the main finding here is
that the civil war and violence in Burundi created anxiety and fear in
B}}fiﬁda/ but these events are not sufficient to exéfz;;nnx;vh);o;a;ary
Rwandans became violent, Similarly, multipartyism disrupted the lo-
cal landscape nationwide, but it does not emerge a8 & direct dHTEr of
genocide.,

I also asked respondents to rate the Habyarimana regime (see table
5.2 for the results|. The question does not directly test a hypothesis,
but it taps into perpetrators’ attitudes before the genocide.

Not all perpetrators supported the regime, although many did. The
range of responses, in fact, is itself a reason to have confidence in the
credibility of the results. Respondents expressed neither total opposi-
tion to the regime (which might indicate that they biased their re-
sponses to please current authorities) nor total support (which might

4,. The point about education holds up under further statistical analysis. Bivariate re-
gression analyses show that respondents’ levels of education correlate positively and in
statistically significant ways with concerns about the war, multipartyism, and Burundi.



126 The Order of Genocide

Table 5.3 Life conditions and the future

When you look back at your situation At the time, how did you
before 1994, how was it{ (N = 188)  imagine your future? (N = 175)
Negative 6.5% 21.4%
Fine 31.6 30.3
Positive 61.9 48.3

indicate that they biased their responses to lash out at the current au-
thorities and their living conditions inside prisons). Even the high
number of respondents who had no opinion of the government makes
sense: respondents with little social power before and during the geno-
cide claimed they were not in a position to comment on high politics.®

More significantly, I asked respondents questions about their lives
before the genocide. Here I sought to evaluate the argument that frus-
tration caused by deprivation and “difficult life conditions” can lead
to aggression and violence. The theory is common in studies of geno-
cide, and since Rwandans are very poot, some scholars apply the ar-
gument to Rwanda.® I asked respondents two specific questions: how
was your life before the genocide and how did you imagine your future
at the time (that is, before the genocide what kind of future did re-
spondents imagine for themselves)? The responses varied, fit

them into three categories in table 5.3: ﬂ‘éQa@Q(ﬁng}and' positiy. J

These responses are clearly subject to retrospective bias since at the
time they answered my questions the respondents were serving jail
sentences in overcrowded prisons. Their life conditions before the

5. Indeed, some 92 percent of those expressing no opinion identified themselves as
#farmers,” while all non-state local elites and all those with post-primary school edu-
cation had an opinion one way or another.

6. Peter Uvin, Aiding Violence: The Development Enterprise in Rwanda (West Hart-
ford, CT: Kumarian Press, 1998); Staub, The Roots of Evil.

7. For the question about life conditions, the category of “negative” includes the fol-
lowing responses: bad, not good, not very good, insecure, fearful of war, and poor. The
category of “fine” includes: OK, no problem, no opinion, fine, fair, middling, sufficient,
like others, never bad, and very good before 1990. The category of “positive” includes:
good, very good, well, very well, and secure. For the question about the future, the cat-
egory of “negative” includes: bad, not good, fear, insecure, uncertain, no hope, afraid,
worse, fear not enough land, no peace, lose power, not survive, war-related fear, prob-
lems, and no possibility for improvement. The category of “fine” includes: didn’t think
about it, did not know what could happen, same, continue, no change, didn’t know, no
choice, had reserves, no problem, prepare for it, live together, OK, and didn’t imagine
the future. The category of “positive” includes: very good, good, progress, hope for prog-
ress, hope, hope for Arusha, better, obtain everything, be rich, gain, buy land, happy, at
ease, improve, advance, and peace.
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genocide were surely better than they were when the interviews were
taking place. Nonetheless, the responses are instructive. Overall, the
respondents appear neither dissatisfied with their lives before the
gell_ocide nor anxious about the future. Taken togetherv:/fththeﬁnd
ings from previous chapters—namely, that violence did not start in
the poorest areas of the country and that the profile of the perpetrators
was very similar to that of the adult Hutu male population—the _evi-
dence in table 5.3 runs contrary to frustration:aggression theories of
genocide. Not only were the Rwandans who became génoc}:dai}éé not
comparatively poor, undereducated, or underemployed, they were also
essarily angry about their station in life before the gerio de.

not

What about degree of participation? Fear of the RPE concerns about
violence in Burundi, and negative life conditions are all statistically
significant when degree of participation is regressed on these variables
{though in a multivariate context none of the variables proves signif-
icant—the regression results are in Appendix table 5.1). In other
words, the factors examined above did not drive participation as such,
but they help explain which perpetrators instigated and led the vio-
lence at the local level. A frustration-aggression theory of participa-
tion in genocide is not bunk. It helps explain which perpetrators
became most violent, but the theory is not a sufficient explanation of
large-scale civilian participation in the genocide.

aac&( € «ch\ €

I also asked a series of questions about ethnicity, interethnic feelings,
and racist beliefs. These are the factors that many assume caused the
genocide and participation in it. Because I probed these questions in a
number of ways, I divide the answers into a series of tables. 1 start here
with a series of questions about interethnic proximity and intermar-
riage. One hypothesis might be that Hutus who committed violence
were ignorant of Tutsis and thus had little interaction with them. In
Such 2 context, stereotypes and myths mmight Hourish. Hence I asked
whether respondents had Tutsi neighbors, whether they had a Tutsi fam-
ily member, and whether they would allow their child to marry a Tutsi
{if the respondent himself was married) or if they would marry a Tutsi
(if he was unmarried). The responses are striking, as table 5.4 shows.

Almost every single perpetrator I interviewed had a Tutsi neighbor
before the genocide. Even more remarkable, nearly 70 percent of the
respondents had a Tutsi amily member before the gendéide.‘ The re-
sponses T the Giiestion about prospective intermarriage show the

Interethnic Relations and Genocidal Ideology
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Table 5.4 Hutu-Tutsi proximity and intermarriage (weighted results)

Before 1994,

would you allow

Before 1994, Before 1994,

did you have did you have your child to
a Tutsi a Tutsi family {or would you)
neighbor? member? marry a Tutsi?
(N = 210)2 (N = 205)® (N = 195)c
Yes 96.0% 68.8% 98.9%
No 3.6 28.3 1.1
Do not know 0.4 2.9

aAll but one respondent was Hutu. This respondent had a Hutu identity card, he said, but
his family was considered Tutsi.

bFamily members include any relation by blood or marriage, from mother and wife to sis-
ter-in-law, son-in-law, aunt, grandparent, and cousin.

f asked married men and fathers whether they would allow their child to marry a Tutsi; for
unmarried men, I asked if they themselves would marry a Tutsi woman.

same. Nearly all the respondents said that they would have no prob-
lem with interethnic marriage for their children or themselves if they
were unmarried. Taken together, these findings run squarely against
the claims that ethnic distance, ethnic hatred, or widespread dehu-

sew—

manization of Tutsis drove participation in the genocide.
" If almost every perpetrator I interviewed lived near a Tutsi before
the genocide, how were their relations with their Tutsi neighbors and
did those relations change after the war with the RPF started in 1990?
I asked respondents both questions; table 5.5 shows the results.

" The results again strongly suggest that ethnic antipathy did not
drive participation in the genocide. The overwhelming majority of
perpetrators in the sample reported positive attitudes toward their
Tutsi neighbors before the genocide. The war with the RPF that began
in 1990 changed some attitudes—but relatively few. Taken together,
the findings in tables 5.4 and 5.5 indicate clearly that something other
than ethnic distance and antipathy led a large number of ordinary
Rwandans to commit genocide.

That said, the descriptive statistics mask a strong relationship be-
tween degree of violence, on the one hand, and social distance and eth-
nic antipathy, on the other. In bivariate and multivariate regression
analyses, three variables—whether respondents had a Tutsi family
member, attitudes toward Tutsi neighbors, and changing attitudes af-
ter the 1990 war—were statistically significant with the level of vio-
lence committed. {The regression results are reported in Appendix
table 5.2.) The finding suggests that the Rwandans who responded to
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Table 5.5 Respondents’ relations with Tutsi neighbors before 1994 (weighted)

Before 1994, how were your
relations with your Tutsi
neighborst (N = 200)

Did relations with your
Tutsi neighbors change after the
war began in 1990! (N = 185)

Positive? 86.5% No 86.5%
“No p_roblem" 11.2 A little 1.0
Negative? 2.4 Yes 12.5

“l}esponses categorized as positive include “good,” “very good,” “truly good,” “more than
” :
100%,” “we were friends,” “we shared.” and “we intermarried.” ’

bResponses categorized as negative i “ i
egative include “not good,” “we were friends before 1990, ”
not
good after 1990,” and “they were accomplices.” ' '

the hardliners’ call, who took the initiative to kill, and who in fact did
the most killing were those Rwandans who had fewer preexisting ties
with Tutsis and who tended to look unfavorably on them. As with the-
ories of violence that center on deprivation, theories that center on
identity cannot explain participation in the genocide as such, but they
might explain who drove and led the violence.

Racist Ideology and Propaganda

Many analyses of the genocide emphasize racial ideology and racist
propaganda, which, according to various arguments, dehumanized
Tutsis and created ethnic hatred. There is no denying that racist ide-
ology was present at the national level and that there was much racist,
anti-Tutsi propaganda in the Rwandan media before the genocide. The
question is whether that ideology diffused to rural areas and, if so,
whether rural Rwandans with little education and limited social sta-
tus believed that ideology. In other words, was the discourse of ethnic
nationalism and racist propaganda an elite phenomenon? Did com-
mitments to nationalism and propaganda drive participation? To get
at these questions, I asked respondents a series of questions that be-
low I divide into three tables.

I intended the first question to determine whether “race” was a
meaningful concept to respondents. However, “race” does not have an
exact translation in Igi'hyarwanq_g\/ The best approximation is ubwoko
{amoko is plural), but ubwoko also refers to ethnic groups, clans, the
relative quality of a product, and even different car manufacturers. In
short, ubwoko indicates categories, but not necessarily racial ones. To
compensate for this, T also asked respondents how they could tell the
difference between a Hutu and a Tutsi. Most commonly, respondents
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Table 5.6 Race, nationalism, and the “Hutu Ten Commandments” {weighted)

h)l/;ug gtfmflid I heard in the
Hutus and Had you United States
Tutsis were heard of Was Rwanda a that Hutus havg
different the Hutu Ten country for hatred for Tutsis
“amoko”! Commandments!? Hutus!? Is that true!?
(N = 201) (N = 204} (N = 181) (N = 181)
4.99 2.8% 5.9% 6.5%
‘lile; 243‘;‘; 97.2% 94.1% 93.5%

cited a physical characteristic such as height or skin color. Others
cited activity preferences: some respondents said Hutus were gener-
ally farmers, while Tutsis tended cattle.

No matter how respondents said they understood the difference
between Hutus and Tutsis, the result from the question about amoko
is significant. Nearly two-thirds of the respondents said that they
thought that Hutus and Tutsis were different amoko. In other words,
awareness of ethnic/racial categories was widespread before the geno-
cide and possibly even more widespread than the respondents reportec.l.
Why do I claim this latter point? After the genocide, the RPli—ilpm'l-
nated government officially removed ethnic categories from public

discourse, and officials frequently lectured prisoners about the unity

pulation (and thus about the nonexistence of eth-
nic/racial differ es). Moreover, my assistant raised concerns about
these answers. In his view, awareness of ethnic/racial categories was
more widespread before the genocide than the respondents suggested.
In short, while the answers do not necessarily tell us whether or not
perpetrators considered Tutsis a different race—because that term
does not have an exact translation—the results indicate a widespread
belief among perpetrators that Hutus and Tutsis represented different
social categories and that those categories could be distinguished by
racial criteria. _

That said, awareness of difference alone did not cause strife. Here is
a typical excerpt from an interview with a perpetrator from Butare
Prefecture:

Did you believe that Tutsis were Inkotanyi “accomplices l I thought
the accomplices were in the city. But with my neighbors, Idid not think
about it. At the time did you think that Hutus and Tutsis were differ-
ent amoko? Yes, but there were no problems with that. What is the dif-
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ference between the amoko? Even if this was not true for everyone, you
looked at the nose.®

The excerpt shows how respondents were aware of ethnic difference
between Hutus and Tutsis—expressed here in racial terms—Dbut that
such difference in and of itself did not produce antipathy, In fact, in
thi the respondent’s wife was a Tutsi.

he question about the “Hutu Ten Commandments” refers to a
Hutu extremist document many reference as evidence of a genocidal
ideology in place before the genocide began (see chapter 1).° The doc-
ument undoubtedly circulated in Kigali and among national elites.
However, again, it is unclear whether the “Hutu Ten Command-
ments” had diffused to rural areas and, if so, whether exposure to the
propaganda is sufficient to explain participation. My findings indicate
that the answer to both questions is no: only 3 percent of the respon-
dents, all of whom were perpetrators, knew of the document, to say
nothing of whether they subscribed to its doctrine. From outside
Rwanda, the extreme language of the “Hutu Ten Commandments”
looks like evidence of widespread extremist anti-Tutsi sentiment.
Closer examination reveals that we cannot make assumptions about
whether elite-level propaganda reached rural areas and whether that
propaganda drove participation.1©

I designed the question about the nature of Rwanda—whether it can
be described as “a country for Hutus”—to probe ethnic nationalist
sentiment among perpetrators. Again, the findings provide little evi-
dence to support the idea that the perpetrators were committed eth-
nic nationalists: only 6 percent of the sample agreed that Rwanda was
“a country for Hutus.” Most respondents said Rwanda was a country
for all three ethnic groups—Hutu, Tutsi, and Twa—an answer that re-
flected official discourse under President Habyarimana. In many in-
stances, respondents expressed confusion at the question itself and

8. This excerpt (as well as long chunks of other raw interviews I did with perpetra-
tors) can be found in Robert Lyons and Scott Straus, Intimate Enemy: Images and Voices
of the Rwandan Genocide (New York: Zone Books, 2006}, 47.

9. For examples where the document is cited and featured prominently, see African
Rights, Rwanda: Death, Despair, and Defiance, rev. ed. (London: African Rights, 1995),
42-44, and Jean-Pierre Chrétien et al., Rwanda: Les médias du génocide (Paris: Karthala,
1995), 141-42. Colette Braeckman claims “everyone knew by heart” the Hutu Ten
Commandments. Braeckman, Rwanda: Histoire d’un génocide (Paris: Fayard, 1994),
139.

10. As I note in the introduction and in chapter 1, Rwanda is overwhelmingly rural,
and about 95 percent of my respondents lived in rural areas before and during the
genocide.
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indicated that for them, of course, Rwanda was a country for all three
ethnic groups. Again, this result invites caution in interpreting a large-
scale event such as genocide. The fact of a campaign of ethnic annihi-
lation would seem to constitute prima facie evidence of widespread
nationalist sentiment. However, these results suggest that even if per-
petrators complied with those elites’ program, most perpetrators were
not ethnic nationalists, at least before the genocide.

The question about hatred is an indirect test of the same idea. If re-
spondents denied having their own negative feelings toward Tutsis,
they might admit that Hutus in general hated Tutsis. The question
also tests validity. If other responses indicate minimal interethnic en-
mity, so too should responses to this question. Indeed, they do: only
6.5 percent of the respondents agreed that Hutus had hatred for Tutsis.

I asked still other questions that tested respondents’ knowledge of
and commitment to anti-Tutsi ideology. One question concerned the
“Hamitic Hypothesis”—the idea that Tutsis were Nilotics who cen-
turies before had migrated from the north to dominate Hutus (see
chapter 1). Another question concerned propaganda characterizing the
RPF as wanting to reintroduce the monarchy and enslave Hutus, as
Tutsis had purportedly done in precolonial and colonial times. For
both questions, I asked an initial question—if a respondent had heard
of the idea—and then followed up with a question about respondents’
opinion of that idea if they had heard of it (see table 5.7).

The results are mixed. On the one hand, they indicate that these
ideas had reached a fair number of perpetrators. Of the two, the more
concrete idea—that the Tutsis planned to reinstall the monarchy—
was more prevalent. On the other hand, the results indicate that these
ideas did not command widespread support. For instance, many re-
spondents said that while they had heard of Tutsis being called

Table 5.7 The Hamitic Hypothesis and the RPF’s monarchist intentions

Before 1994, had you

Before 1994, had you heard that the Tutsis
heard Tutsis were planned to reinstall
Hamites who came the monarchy and
from the Horn of make Hutu abagaragu
Africa? (N = 204) (servants)?! (N = 197)
No 58.3% 48.5%
Yes, but did not believe the 27.7 31.8
idea or had no interest
Yes, and believed it was true 14.0 19.7
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Table 5.8 Hutu Pawa and the “Great Majority” (weighted results)

Before 1994, had you Before 1994, had you
heard the term heard the term
“rubanda nyamwishi”¢ “Hutu Pawa™?
(N = 196) (N = 179)
No 32.1% 28.7%
Yes, but meaning unknown 40.6 58.8
or different from extremist .
propaganda
Yes, and meaning similar 27.3 8.6
to extremist propaganda .
Yes, understood meaning, n/a 3.9

and supported Hutu Pawa

Hamites, they did not know what a Hamite was. Others said that they
did not understand the idea that Tutsis had come from northern Africa
because they (the respondents) had always lived next door to Tutsis.
Similarly, many respondents acknowledged hearing that Tutsis planned
to reinstall the monarchy. However, many said that they thought this
was impossible. In short, certain ideological elements were prevalent

but belief in them appears to have been much less so. Not all perpe:
trators necessarily heard or believed the racist and nationalist claims
made in the extremist media before the genocide.

For other questions about ideology, I initially asked if respondents
had heard of a term and then followed up with a question about the
term’s meaning. The first question concerned the term “rubanda
nyamwishi,” which means “great majority.” Many commentators
point to the phrase as evidence of the hardliner’s incitement cam-
paign. The connotation was that Hutus were the majority and had to
fight the Tutsi minority. The second question was about Hutﬁ/Pawa:}
the extremist political party coalition formed in 1 %discds’s?za_fh
chapter 1).

These results indicate fairly widespread familiarity among perpe-
trators with certain aspects of racist propaganda, as measured by the
terms “rubanda nyamwishi” and “Hutu Pawa.” However, relatively
few respondents appear to have understood these terms in a racist way.
Asked what “rubanda nyamwishi” meant, many respondents said
that they did not know or that it referred to “the population,” not nec-
essarily to Hutus. As for Hutu Pawa, many respondents said that it re-

e e L
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“pawa’” referred to the party with the greatest number of supporters.
It is worth noting that only 4 percent of the respondents both under-
stood Hutu Pawa to refer to an anti-Tutsi, pro-Hutu coalition of par-
ties and supported it.

Are these results valid? Their internal consistency is one indication
that they are: no one finding substantively contradicts another. An-
other indication is that the results are consistent with the profile of
the perpetrators: most respondents were poor farmers who thought in
practical terms about their lives. Many had never traveled outside
their home region, and many had very limited education. As such, one
way to check validity is to correlate the respondents’ education levels
with their answers about ideology, under the assumption that the
most educated respondents had the most knowledge about and there-
fore potentially the most belief in anti-Tutsi ideology. The results
from various regression analyses clearly show this relationship: the
better-educated respondents demonstrate greater awareness, under-
standing, and belief in racist ideology than the less-educated respon-
dents.!! That finding does not prove that the results are valid, but it
is another indication that they are.

Further regression analyses do not indicate that belief in or knowl-
edge of anti-Tutsi ideology and propaganda drove the most violent per-
petrators—with one exception. The respondents who said that they
had heard of the “Hutu Ten Commandments” were among the most
violent in the sample. Even though very few respondents had heard of
the document, those that did—presumably those most tuned into the
most racist propaganda—were the most prone to initiate and drive the
violence.

In sum, my interviews with perpetrators show that most Rwandans
did not par_ticipéte in the genocide because they hated Tutsis as de-
sﬁcable “others,” because they adhered to an ethnic nationalist vision
of society, or because racist propaganda had instilled racism in them.
The perpetrators had an awareness of different ethnic categories, but
that awareness did not create ethnic hatred or directly lead to violence.
As such, explanations that center on social distance, ethnic antipathy,
racist culture, and propaganda are insufficient explanations of partic-
ipation in genocide. At the same time, the results show that ethnic ha-

tred and distance, as well as exposure to some of the most virulent

11. I ran six bivariate regressions with education levels as the independent variable
and answers about ideology as dependent variables. Of the tested relationships, all had
positive coefficients and all but one (the question about Hutu Ten Commandments) had
a statistically significant result (at the .05 probability level).
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propaganda, do explain which perpetrators were the most violent.
Theories of genocide that center on racism and propaganda cannot be
discarded; rather, they help us understand who responds to the call to
violence and who leads it. But such theories do not explain why there
was large-scale civilian participation in Rwanda's genocide.

Motivation

What do perpetrators say about why they participated in the geno-
cide? I asked that question at several points in the interview, both di-
rectly and indirectly. I asked respondents to describe how the’violence
started in their community and then I asked how they became in-
volved in that violence. Most often, these questions elicited specific
statements about motivation. In other cases, a point made by the re-
spondent led naturally to a follow-up question about motivation. In
all cases, I asked respondents for the details of the attack or the attacks
in which they participated, and at that point I asked them specifically
why they joined each particular attack. Finally, near the end of the in-
terview, I asked respondents to state the most important reason for
their participation.

These separate questions, asked at different times in the interview
allowed for triangulation during the interviews and after. Sometimes’
respondents described different but simultaneous motivations. Other
respondents explained how their motivations changed over time.
Some entered violent attacks for one reason but continued in them for
another. All this presents a coding problem, which I handle first by
identifying the main categories of motivation and then, for those cases
where respondents expressed distinct motivations, by identifying the
primary, secondary, and tertiary motivations.

Tq account for the fact that some perpetrators cited more than one
motivation, I create two separate tables on motivation. The first (table
5.9) summarizes the frequency with which a respondent volunteered
any one motive. The categories correspond to ones that the respon-
dents themselves offered. I organize them not according to which was
most frequent but according to what I believe should correlate to de-
gree of participation (more on this below). The second table (table 5. 10)
aggregates motives and, in contrast to table 5.9, assigns only one mo-
tive to each respondent.

The categories in table 5.9 require some definition and explication.
“Intra-Hutu coercion” refers to those cases where respondents de-
scribed participating because they feared the negative consequences
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Table 5.9 Respondents’ stated motivations {weighted results)

Respondents’ stated motivations (N = 209)

Intra-Hutu coercion 64.1%
Obedience 4 12.9
Protect Tutsi family members or hidden Tutsis 52
Copycat 4.8
Accidental integration 6.2
Material gain (looting) 52
War-related fear and combativeness 22.0
Anger at or revenge for Habyarimana’s death 4.8
Interpersonal revenge 1.0
Claimed no active participation 15.3

from other Hutus of not participating. Those negative consequences
included physical harm and death but also property Qamage and fi-
nancial penalty. Some said participation was an “obligatlon”’ {agahato)
that “everyone had to” comply with or they would face serious reper-
cussions. By and large, the coercion that respondents described was
the result of direct, face-to-face mobilization: individuals, leaders, or
groups directly solicited the respondents’ participation at corpmermal
centers, on roads and pathways, or at their homes. Somet1m§s the
threat of noncompliance was implied; other times, it was explicit. On
occasion, respondents described being beaten before they agreed to

participate. .
Here is how one respondent described the process:

Anyone who did not go on a patrol paid a penalty. That is where people
were killed. The people who killed first, afterward they obliged others

to kill.

Here is another example from a man from Ruhengeri:

yourself in an attack! We heard whistles; we went to see; and when we
arrived we went with the others. Why did you go! When tbere are Wh.lS-
tles, no one stays in the house. When you arrived, why did you go with
the group!? It was necessary, because anyone who did not go with the oth-
ers was asked for money. How much? More than 5,000 FRW [ngndan
Francs, about $35 at the time of the genocide], but if you gegotlated,
maybe 2,000 or 3,000 FRW. Why not do that! It was not posmble: Why!
When you refused, they said you were an accomplice and you hid Tut-
sis. They could destroy your house, and if you were young [and hence
living at home] you created poverty for your parents.
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Aeuman  LeNien  wok Srwvv\ Ve
“Obedience” is quite similar to intra-Hutu coercion, with the ex- \dcele

ception that obedience does not imply direct harm for noncompliance.
Here respondents said that they joined attacks because doing so was
“the law”- (igeteko). Others said that they went with murderous
groups or killed because they were obeying” what they had been told
to do. Still others said they participated because they had been “au-
thorized” to kill Tutsis. In_ these accounts, respondents stressed that

“the state” or “the authorities” had mandated participation for all

@;bgdied.ﬂummﬁn, Killing was “the 1aw.” Those who emohac:o:

s “the Taw.” Those who emphasized
coercion made similar statements. Indeed, when pressed, respondents
who stressed obedience often said that they feared punishment if they
did not comply. For coding purposes, however, the difference between
these categories is that the former respondents stressed they partici-
pated because they feared what would happen to them if they did not
take part in the killing, while the latter respondents stressed the gen-
eral importance of complying with law and authority.

“Protecting Tutsi family members or Tutsis hiding in their house”
is' somewhat self-explanatory. In these cases, respondents described
how they joined attacks in order to avert suspicion or accusations that
they were protecting Tutsis. In some cases, the threat was direct:
groups showed up at their homes and charged that the respondents
were hiding Tutsis or were enemy “accomplices.” Knowing that there
were Tutsis hiding in their homes, these respondents said that they
opted to join attacks to save those they were hiding. In other cases, the
threat was indirect: because respondents knew they were hiding Tut-
sis, they joined attacks in order to prevent suspicion that they were
doing so. Some respondents described how a friend had come to their
home and warned that a certain group was planning an attack against
them and the Tutsis hiding in their home. To prevent such an attack,
respondents felt that it was best to join the group.

A “copycat” motivation is one where respondents said that they
participated because others were doing so. Typical responses would be,
“I went into the attack because I wanted to help others” or “I went to
join my colleagues.” By the same token, other respondents said they
joined attacks because they saw “no consequences” for doing so or be-
cause they were “habituated” to the violence around them. Overall,
the responses that I have put in this category emphasize some form of
mimicking.

“Accidental integration” is similar, but here respondents described
hearing a commotion nearby, going to see what was happening, and
then finding themselves swept up in a group that was attacking Tut-
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sis. Other respondents described a general state of confusion or “ig-
norance”: they said that they joined attacks without really knowing
what they were doing. In short, some type of confusion, uncertainty,
or curiosity ties this category of responses together. “Material gain” is
self-explanatory: in these cases, respondents said they joined attacks
in order to loot property from Tutsis, including household goods and
livestock.

nWar-related fear and combativeness” is quite different. In these
cases, respondents described fearing the RPF or a combination of the
RPF and their Tutsi allies after the assassination of President Habya-
rimana. In these narratives, both the president’s assassination and the
renewed onset of civil war loomed large, and respondents said that

‘they joined attacks or killed to “protect Hutus,” to “win the war,” or
to “save the country.” Others said that they joined attacks to “defend”
themselves or their families against attack, while still others said that
they joined attacks to prevent the monarchy from returning. The over-
all image that the respondents conveyed was one of ethnic warfare,
whereby “the Tutsis” were attacking “the Hutus” and the respon-
dents were participating in order to preempt attacks against them.

“ Anger at or revenge for Habyarimana’s death” is similar to war-
related fear and combativeness. But here the emphasis is less on war-
time fear and more on a specific response to the president’s assassina-
tion. In these accounts, respondents emphasized that Habyarimana was
their “parent” or “father” and that his death had to be avenged. Many
respondents used a version of the Kinyarwanda verb guhora, which
translates as “avenge.” In short, these respondents blamed the RPF for
killing the president, and they said thata violation of such magnitude
required revenge against the RPF’s alleged supporters—*the Tutsis.”

The respondent from Kayove quoted in chapter 3 expressed the logic
of both anger and self-defense quite well. Here he describes his re-
sponse when he learned of Habyarimana's death:

In my mind, I understood right away that the Tutsis were responsible.
was angry, and I said to myself, “It is true. The Tutsis are mean.” And I
said everything people say about them is true. . .. We said . . . we are go-
ing to kill them before being killed by them.

“Inter-personal revenge” entails a similar mechanism but in a dif-
ferent context. In these cases, a respondent described how a group had
killed a Tutsi family member or friend who had been hiding in his
home. Such action, according to the respondents, necessitated re-
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Table 5.10 Respondents’ aggregated stated motivation (weighted results)

Aggregated motivation (N = 210)

Intra-Hutu coercion and/or obedience only #5% )
Intra-Hutu coercion and/or obedience plus some other motive unrelated 106
to war or anger at Habyarimana’s assassination
Protect Tutsis 0.2
Copycat or accidental integration 3.9
Material gain 0.9
War-re.lated motive or anger at/revenge for Habyarimana’s assassination '
and intra-Hutu coercion or obedience 13.7
War—related. motive or anger at/revenge for Habyarimana’s death and other ‘
noncoercion/obedience motive 2.3
Wa{-related motive and/or anger at/revenge for Habyarimana’s death 8.3
Claimed no active participation 15.1

1

venge. However, because during the genocide killing Hutus was diffi-
cult or impossible, said the respondents, they exacted revenge against
Tutsis associated with the original attackers. The logic may seem
strange to an outsider, but nonetheless a few respondents explained
theillr participation in this way. As I noted above, these categories of
motivation were not mutually exclusive. Several respondents voiced
various simultaneous or changing motivations. Indeed, by my count
some 38.6 percent of the respondents reported two distinct motives
and ?.5 percent reported at least three. To account for this, I'combiné
motives into nine aggregate categories, and I report their frequency in
table 5.10.

The.se results point to two primary motivations to participate in the
genocide: in-group pressure and out-group fear or revenge. In the sam-
ple, 79.9 percent of the respondents cited either one of thes tiva-
tions (or both), while 5 percent mentioned neither (15. pe&eﬁt
claimed that they did not actively particif)éi‘fmewiwﬁ the killirfg):‘ If true
this finding suggests that most perpe?fé%rs participated in violencé
because they feared the consequences of not doing so. Either they
feared punishment from other Hutus for not participating, or they
feared retribution and attack from Tutsi rebels and their alleged eth-
nic civilian allies. e S AR

The findings support theories of genocide that emphasize obedience
and fear in the context of a security dilemma. However, both theories
need modification. For Rwandan génocidaires, obedience stemmed
less from a blind “culture of obedience” or from the legitimacy of au-
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thorities. Rather, obedience stemmed from in-group coercion ar.1d S0-
cial pressure: men feared that they would be punished for appearing to
refuse to participate in the genocide. As for fear, the'arg.ument a.lbout
a “security dilemma” emphasizes that people.commlt Vlolenc.e in or-
der to preempt violence being committed against them, especmlly’m
the context of anarchy and state collapse. The first part of the claim
fits the evidence from Rwanda. Individuals said tha.t they feared.the
RPF in the context of renewed war and after the preadgnt’s assassina-
tion. Hence they attacked their Tutsi neighbors, they said. But the sec-
ond part of the claim fits the evidence less welll. In Rwanda, there was
not total anarchy. State institutions stayed intact, as did norms of
compliance, and both contributed to why so many men participated
in the genocide.

Triangulation

The question remains as to whether these r(.ispl.ts can be believc;.ld.
A perpetrator wanting to minimize his responsibility would natqra y
claim that others forced him to participate or that he feared for his se-
curity. With less conscious deception, a perpetrator a.lso could retro-
spectively attribute a motivation even if one never ex1sted. or b(f,cause
the one that did exist was too horrible to admit. Both possibilities ex-
ist, and there is no way to prove conclusively what thf: flctual' trqth
was at the moment when each individual chose to partlclpaFe in vio-
lence or chose to kill. That said, there are ways of trian‘gulagng these
results to see if the dynamics that the perpetrators describe d{d, in fact,
occur. Again, the research goal is not to ascertain pe.rfect vahdlty,‘ bgt
rather to determine to what extent results are meaningful. I do this in
four ways: {1) by analyzing the internal consistency of the results, (2)
by citing excerpts from the most aggressi.ve perpetrators, (3) by exam-
ining other sources, and {4} by interviewing nonperpetrators.

Given the respondents’ stated motivations, a reasonable expecta-
tion is that those who claimed that they participated because qf in-
group pressure would have been less violent than those who claimed
that they participated because of war-related fear or anger at Fhe pres-
ident’s assassination. If the data support that supposition, it would
lend credibility to the respondents’ stated moti.vatlons. To test the
supposition, I ran bivariate regressions with primary a.nd aggregzte
motive as separate independent variables and degr.ee of y1olence as de-
pendent ones. The regressions show a strong relationship between the
variables {see Appendix table 5.4).
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The results have two main implications. First, the results support
the supposition that the most violent individuals cited war-related
motives (including revenge for the president’s assassination) while the
least violent individuals cited in-group pressure. That finding does not
rule out the possibility that the narratives of some perpetrators were
fabricated or biased retrospectively. However, the finding demon-
strates a strong internal consistency to the narratives and thus gives
reason to have confidence in them. Second, the regression results
again point to important differences among perpetrators. The results
indicate that war-related fear and anger drove the most aggressive per-
petrators, while a fear of in-group punishment motivated the least vi-
olent to participate.

Another method for checking the credibility of the respondents is
to ask those who identified as leaders of the violence whether they
pressured other Hutus to join them. Although I learned the signifi-
cance of in-group coercion in the field, midway through the survey I
began asking individuals who admitted to being leaders of the violence
in their communities whether they pressured others to participate.
Each readily acknowledged that he did. 1 reproduce excerpts from four
interviews below. The first is from a cellule committee member from
Gitesi Commune in Kibuye Prefecture. He said that he initially re-

sisted killing Tutsis but then switched after soldiers pressured him to
attack Tutsis:

Did you oblige others to join you! Yes. What was said? That they [the
Tutsis] killed Habyarimana, our parent, that no one could stay [home]
without joining the attacks; that the Tutsis were fighting to retake the
country as it was before 1959 [i.e. before the revolution] that they [the
Tutsis] killed all the Hutus in Byumba [where the RPF held territory};
and that we had been told if we didn‘t defend ourselves we also would
be killed. Who said that? Soldiers. . . . Why was it necessary to oblige
others? The others had to help us because it was a communal activity
lisikorwa rusange). What happened if someone did not participate? It
would be bad. For example? He could be killed. Would you kill a Hutu
who did not participate! And why did they attack me? I was Hutu, Why
was it an activity for everyone! Because where the Inkotanyi attacked,
they also did not differentiate. But if someone did not want to partici-
pate, why was it necessary to force him? They had to go, absolutely!
Why! Because of the death of Habyarimana. It was understood that the
Tutsis were fighting to live alone [that is, without Hutus] in the coun-
try. But why mobilize others!? If there was only one person, there would

not be deaths [meaning that to accomplish the goal of killing Tutsis
many men were needed].
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This particular excerpt demonstrates, among other things, how the ra-
tionale for genocide—that the RPF killed Habyarimana, that the RPF

IV R Ao

wanted to kill Hutus, and thusﬁz‘;jcﬁ_g‘ll Tutsis had to be killed—be-
STeThe dominant idea during this period. Thism;c‘sp‘o‘pééw
how once others—in this case, soldie s-——press ured him t
rationale, he then mobilized others in the same way. 1 will return to
this rationale in the next chapter, but the point to stress here is how,
for this respondent, obliging others was an almost natural course of
action. “They had to go, absolutely!” he said. That kind of thinking
was repeated over and over in my interviews.

The second example is the man from Kayove Commune in Gisenyi
Prefecture whose testimony I cited above and extensively in chapter
3.1 start the excerpt at the point where I asked him how he and other
perpetrators located Tutsis to kill during the genocide:

How did you find them? We knew where they lived. We arrived at their
place, and when we did not find them, we attacked their neighbors, and
they showed us by force where they had gone or where they were hid-
ing. What do you mean “by force”? If the neighbor did not show us, we
had to kill him. Did one oblige other Hutus to participate! Enhhh! 1f we
found someone at his house, without accompanying us, we hit him. We
asked him for money and we went to drink. If he had cows or goats, we
took them because he was an accomplice. If you did not participate, you
were considered an accomplice? Accomplice! Yes! You were considered
like a Tutsi. Even if you were Hutu, you were no longer considered
Hutu. . . .12 Why was it necessary to oblige others to participate? They
had to understand that we were attacked by the Tutsi ubwoko. They had
to help us fight them because we knew we would finish them and go to
the front. Kill the Tutsis and then go to the front? Yes.

This is a remarkable statement. As with the previous example, this re-
spondent shows how attacking civilians was part of the war rationale.
Killing Tutsis was seen as the first step in a war to defeat the RPF,

after which one would g0 to the front” to fight soldiers. I will return

to this respondent (and this rationale) in the next chapter, but again
the point to stress here is that the respondent admits to beating and
robbing Hutus who did not participate. This respondent called non-
participating Hutus “ accomplices,” which during the genocide was ef-

12. At this point in the interview, the respondent describes how he and his group at-
tacked the Hutu conseiller because the latter had not participated. For a description of
the attack and the role of the burgomaster in trying to save the conseiller, see chapter 3,
the section on Kayove Commune.
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fectively a death warrant. In fact, the respondent went so far as to sa
that Hutus who did not participate “were no longer considered Hutu X
The third example comes from a cellule committee member wHo
was the leader of a roadblock in Kayonza Commune in Kibungo Pre-
fecture. He did not kill, nor did he order others to kill, he said, but he
was responsible for the roadblock where Tutsis weré killed ’He de-
sc.nbed how on April 10 a conseiller and an army lieutenant ‘came to
his house and ordered him, along with other cellule committee mem-
b.ers, to set up roadblocks throughout the cellule. The excerpt below
picks up where I ask him to describe how the roadblock worked:

Did you recruit people for the roadblock? Yes, but always with the other
members of the cellule. How did you choose people to go to the road-
block! We chose men who were strong, not children and not elders. Ever
strong man?! All men, except those who were sick, because the pilrpos)c;
was to ensure security and prevent infiltration by the Inkotanyi
Were peasants ordered to go to the roadblock? Yes. And if they refu’s:'ac.l !
They didn’t refuse! Why not¢ They obey the authorities. They said ”Wha.t
the authorities order, we must accept.” ,

Like the others, this respondent couches mobilization in the language
of war: manning roadblocks was a means to protect security and sto
the rebels. And, again, the excerpt makes clear that there was pressurI::
for all able-bodied adult men to participate and that compliance
amounted to obeying authorities. Authorities mobilized men to kill
and they took anyone they could find. /

A last example makes the point. The respondent was a well-edu-
cated farmer, whom the local conseiller in his commune in Ruhengeri
Prefecture had chosen to oversee several roadblocks in his sector "%‘he
respondent said that the local responsable made a list of men in' that
area to ensure that all participated:

All men had to participate! Yes, all m J

. 4 , en. And if they refused! It was
not possible. He who refused could be killed. Could you have killed
someone who refused? That was possible, if the person did not give a
reason for why he could not go. What was a good reason? If he was sick.

Again, the pattern is the same: once genocidal violence began in an
area, local Hutus who were in charge used their power and authorit

to 1’1’1(?111}1%8 31_?nlg:bodied men to participate. ¢
. ”Tﬁc?se are examples of Hutus who pressured other Hutus to partic-
ipate in the genocide. The examples resonate strongly with what many
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respondents said, namely that they participated because they'feared
the consequences of not participating. To cite one representatﬁve €x-
ample of a perpetrator who claimed he participated because he was

afraid of not doing so:

All Rwandans who were in the zone controlled by the Abatabag?dgov;
ernment had to participate—to save his own hfe: 13 Anyone who ; id no
participate was considered an enemy or accomplice, and the penalty was

death.

In short, I find a strong similarity between those who say c{:};ey p1ilesl—’
sured other Hutus and those who say they were pressured by othe
Hl’;"t;:;t finding does not rule out other types of_ biase§ inherent t(;1 the
method. For example, the period in which I 1nterv1ewe.d mayh ave
been one where prisoners across the country had gonvmced them-
selves of in-group coercion. Or the style of my questions or my assis-
tants’ translations may have unwittingly 1nv1tec_1 such responses.
However unlikely, these are possibilities and thus it be.comes impor-
tant to examine other primary sources to see if there is consistency
arious accounts.
arr'llfz)ngatt}: t‘;lere is no other systematic natioqwide study of perpetra(i
tors of which I am aware, but there is much 1nfo;med judgment lan
anecdotal information about perpetrators in various reports. C ose
analysis of these documents reveals consistent references. tlo 11r;tra:
Hutu coercion. For example, the media watchdog group Artlcd e se
ports that “people throughout the country were ”clcimpelle , un ail-r
penalty of death, to cooperate with secunty‘forces. Bruce 'Io.nei'On
gues that “coercive mobilization” characten;e.d popljlar.partlclpa cll "
during the genocide.'® “Everyone had to partlclpafle, said a R;/lvan a
Lutheran minister interviewed in August 1994. ”"11"60 prove that you
weren’t RPF, you had to walk around with a club.

13. The “abatabazi” government refers to the interim government led by hardliners

k power after Habyarimana’s assassination. ' - —

th?fltozrtilz;le 19, Broadcasting Genocide: Censors}up,lPi(;nggréc)ial,lingl sseiifefffﬁle
1Vi in k: Article 19, , .

Violence in Rwanda, 1990-1994 (New Yor : < °

gﬁg report notes radio broadcasts that called for punishment of those who did not com

. 120-21. ‘ . :
Pl}i Sselgruce Jones, Peacemaking in Rwanda: The Dynamics of Failure {Boulder, CO

ienner, 2001}, 41 _ _ N
LY{‘; eII{{;}efrr;nond Bonner, “Rwandans in Death Squad SaydChm}(ie Was Klil or ]?11‘;;e VI;Iz:Z
Ti ’ i her quoted in the same story: .
Times, August 14, 1994, A16. Said a teac : ’ ; :
f’:')orl::ked ltI:move %vith the killers in order not to be killed.” He added, “We risked being

killed. They said, ‘If you don’t come and work with us, you are R.P.E’”
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Several other academic studies, human rights reports, and journal-
istic accounts cite examples where perpetrators say that they were di-
rectly threatened for not participating in the genocide.1? Indeed, these
other sources all indicate that an intra-Hutu coercion narrative was
not an artificial product of my research: other sources using informa-
tion collected in other periods and with other methods report the same
dynamic.

All this raises the question of nonparticipation that I broached at
the end of the last chapter: if there was significant coercive pressure
to participate, how and why did some escape it? That question is crit-
ical to any comprehensive analysis of the genocide. However, sys-
tematically researching that question when I conducted research in
Rwanda was difficult because there was no way to know if randomly
sampled Hutu non-detainees were nonperpetrators. To account for
this, during the micro-comparatis egment of my fieldwork, I inter-
viewed Hutu men who survivors 1t authorities agreed had
1ot participated in the genocide. R

In total, I interviewed ten nonparticipating Hutu men from four
communes. Not only did each describe strong in-group pressure to par-
ticipate, but several also described in some detail what happened. 1
asked seven of the group what exactly they did to avoid participating;
five said that they escaped only after bribing their attackers or allow-
ing the attackers to take Tutsis hiding in their homes. I quote from all
of these interviews below. The first is from a Hutu businessman from
Gafunzo Commune. He described how aftér an initial period of con-
fusion following Habyarimana’s death, a core group of attackers
forme’dﬂzﬁﬁa’—gons"(')fiw(iét"é"d"c‘oh‘tr‘o'l. They then traversed the sector at-
tmgféwmélﬁﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁ?%ho were suspected of disobedience
or hiding Tutsis. Shortly after the killing began, an attack group of
about thirty men came to his home:

17. For examples, see Alison Des Forges, Leave None to Tell the Story: Genocide in
Rwanda (New York: Human Rights Watch, 1999, 2, 322-24; African Rights, Rwanda,
326, 338, 402, 460, 466, and 476; Ephrem Rugiririza, “Bourreaux et victimes: Le face a
face,” Diplomatie judiciare, October 18, 2002; Monthly Report, Internews, November
25, 2002, Kajelijeli trial; Sara Rakita, “Lasting Wounds: Consequences of Genocide and
War for Rwanda’s Children,” Human Rights Watch, March 2003 13~-14; Bill Berkeley,
The Graves Are Not Yet Full: Race, Tribe and Power in the Heart of Africa (New York:
Basic Books, 2001), 1; and André Sibomana, Hope for Rwanda; Conversations with
Laure Guilbert and Hervé Deguine, trans. Carina Tertsakian {London: Pluto Press,
1999}, 104~5. Alan Zarembo describes the way that Hutu men were mobilized face to
face, but he interprets participation as an outcome of Rwanda’s culture of obedience and
“upholding the standards of good citizenship.” Zarembo, “JTudgment Day,” Harper’s,
April 1997, esp. 70, 80.
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They found me there. They began to call me an accomplice. They said
they even would eat my cows. . .. Did they try to forcibly take you!?
They tried and 1 refused. They said if I didn’t go with them, they would
cut me, but I refused. It was possible to refuse! Yes, if you were not
afraid. They threatened with their machetes.

At this point in the interview, the respondent showed me how his at-
tackers menacingly brandished their machetes at him. Asked why he
was not afraid, he said, “I knew that those who were killed had done
nothing [wrong],” and “I said, ‘If they kill me, it would be like the oth-
ers who were killed.””

However, when asked, the respondent also acknowledged that he
had to pay off the attackers, and his occupation as a businessman
meant that he had the means to do so. Whatever the ultimate reason
for why this man did not join the attack, his testimony is consistent
with what we have seen up to now: coercive pressure to participate
and threats by Hutus who already had been violent against those who
had not been.

The second example comes from a young Hutu man from Musam-
bira Commune who had been a student during the genocide. When I
interviewed him, he had recently been elected president of the Gacaca
courts in his district. He described how during the genocide, the at-
tackers came around and recruited all Hutu men to join the patrols:

The chance we had is that we were children. We were students. They
did not require someone from our house to go. People did not come to
your place! They came. We had [Tutsi] women we hid because their
houses had been destroyed. We hid the boys too. They came to take these
women and they took them and they killed them. Did they ask you to

go¢ No.

This testimony again demonstrates the pressure for able-bodied Hutu
men of a certain age to participate. This respondent escaped because
he was considered a child.

The third example also comes from Musambira Commune, this
time from a Hutu man who during the genocide was a farmer and af-
terwards was appointed conseiller:

Was there an obligation to participate? Yes. Some were afraid of being
killed. There was a moment when we learned that people who hid oth-
ers [Tutsis] would have to kill them and then, and after having killed
them, they too would be killed. There were many who hid others. . . .
Did that happen here! I was told of a youth who had hidden his brother-
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in-law and who refused to kill him and who was killed

. _ also. There was
a certain [name Wlthheld] who had hidden someone, a sister-in-law, and
he was told to kill this girl. He tried to refuse. They began to hit ilim.
They gave him the machete and he used the machete on this girl.

ngen i.f this respondent did not witness these events, that he believed

It err;1 1ndlcaties that in-group threats for noncompliance were credible

n other words, those who did choose to parti ip ‘
t1

directly beateli or th d b-..“_____RM_Ql ot i e b

et I threatened, but based on these and ot ies, it

would have seemed reasonable 1 them to expect seric;’lféhvkﬁega{iu{;é

consequences for not complying,

The fourth example is from a Hutu man from Kayove Commune
who was a teacher during the genocide and was appointed headmas-
ter of a school afterwards.!® He described the behavior of a violent
group during the genocide:

Oge dgy they came to my place. I didn’t know anyone. They said, “You
will give us money. If not, you will help us.” . .. Many people gave
money to avoid the situation. If you refused, you were badly beaten.!®

The excerpt again shows, at the very least, that it was credible for
Hutu men to fear negative consequences for not participating. Some
Hutu men had the means to bribe, and did so; others who became
perpetrators told me that they did not have
money to pa

attackers. 7 10 pay off the

The fifth egarpple is again from Kayove, but this time from a former
MRND official in the commune who subsequently was elected presi-
dent of the Gacaca courts in his district. In this excerpt, he describes
how shortly after the news of Habyarimana’s death reached the com.-
mune, gangs of youths went on a rampage:

[They] passed everywhere. If they found you, no matter whom they
found, they took you to go with them by force. They were crazy in the
head. . . . They took people by force, by force! To resist, you had to pay.20

Thg testimony continues to point to a pattern of in-group coercion
during the genocide.

. All the information above—the statistical analyses linking motiva-
tion to degree of participation, the narratives of genocide leaders, other

18. This respondent was cited in chapter 3.
19. 1 dlq not ask if he bribed his way out of participating.
20. Again, I did not ask if he paid.
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sources on the genocide, and the narratives of Hutu nonperpetrators—
it all consistently corroborates perpetrator accounts of intra-ethnic co-
ercion to commit violence. There appears to have been widespread
pressure for Hutu men of a certain age to participate and a credible
threat of punishment if they did not comply. Moreover, the pressure
to participate was equated with authority. In short, intra-ethnic coer-
cion and pressure appears to have been a central factor driving mass
participation in the genocide; based on the evidence seen so far, intra-
ethnic coercion and pressure appear to have been greater determinants

of genocidal participation than interethnic enmity.

Motivation Continued

In the survey, I asked another series of questions that pertain to mo-
tivation: whether the ragdio motivated perpetrators, whether they
looted, whether they were drunk, and whether participating in the
genocide was equivalent to working for the country. Given my find-
ings about coercion and social pressure, I also began asking respon-
dents if they had ever disobeyed the authorities (see table 5.11).

The responses to the question about the effect of the radio are im-
portant. Common wisdom and much commentary on the genocide
stress the major role that radio played in inciting Rwandans to kill.?!
While the radio undoubtedly did play a critical role, particularly in tip-
ping the balance of power toward violence in some communities by
signaling who had power and in linking genocidal violence to author-
ity, the overwhelming majority of respondents said that the radio on
its own did not cause them to participate. Rather, most said they
joined the attacks because of face-to-face mobilization. They complied
after encountering groups or individuals on roads, in commercial cen-
ters, or at their homes. In short, the respondents said they chose to par-

21. For examples where radio is emphasized, see Frank Chalk, “Hate Radio in
Rwanda,” in The Path of a Genocide: The Rwanda Crisis from Uganda to Zaire, ed.
Howard Adelman and Astri Suhrke {New Brunswick: Transaction, 1999}, 93-99; Alain
Destexhe, Rwanda and Genocide in the Twentieth Century, trans. Alison Marschner
(New York: New York University Press, 1995), 30; Christine Kellow and H. Leslie
Steeves, “The Role of Radio in the Rwandan Genocide,” Journal of Communication 48:3
(1998), 107-28; and Darryl Li, “Echoes of Violence,” in The New Killing Fields: Mas-
sacre and the Politics of Intervention, ed. Nicolaus Mills and Kira Brunner (New York:
Basic Books, 2002), 117-28. Some of these studies are careful not to overestimate the ra-
dio’s role, but reductionist claims about the radio’s impact, in general, abound. For ex-
ample, Kellow and Steeves quote a journalist who asserts, “When the radio said it was
time to kill people . . . the masses slid off a dark edge into insanity.” (124). Li asserts that
“hundreds of thousands heeded” the calls of RTLM broadcasts by taking part in the

genocide (118).
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Table 5.11 Other possible motivations (weighted results)

Did you take Were you

Did the any property iven/di {
radio lead during the iou dﬁizi]i thnfl(zu Ha:xfefou
you to go genocide alcohol you were disobeyed
into the (including during working for tbey
Ia\;tgcks? food)? killing? the country! authorities!?
| (N = 176) (N = 170) (N = 122) (N = 120) (N =115)
No 85% 77.3% 84.8% 9
Yes 15% 22.7% 15.2% R o

ticipate not principally because of being told to do so over the radio—
although that undoubtedly contributed indirectly—but because a per-
son or persons directly solicited their participation.
The finding about looting is also significant. In my interviews with
non-perpetrators, Rwandans often said that peasants participated to
steal property because they are poor. However, the survey results chal-
lenge that assumption. During the genocide, there was undoubtedly a
great deal of looting. Those who said they stole said that they toir)k
food, tiles, and other pieces of property or tried to take over a plot af-
te?r a house or the land was empty. However, very few said that the
killed or originally took part in the violence for material reasons Fo}r’
most, the looting came later. after the killing was done. T
The .re.spondents also said that theyutﬁeﬁded‘ﬂ not to be drunk while
committing violence, which challenges another common claim found
in and outside Rwanda. The responses to the question about workin
for the country are hard to interpret. Many respondents readil ang
swered “yes” and said that participation was a way to save the nZtion
from external attack or was a “law” high-level authorities had de-
creed. But many answered “no” and said that those leading the vio-
lence were elites, peasants, youth, or “delinquents” who did not
represent the country. Thus, the question seems to show partly
whether respondents thought government officials were responsible
and partly whether respondents were convinced of the viol !
legitimacy. e
. Finally, the result from the obedience question is striking and is con-
sistent with other findings. Recall that about 88 percent of the sam-
ple said that they did weekly community labor programs called
umuganda, a figure that is in keeping with the response to the obedi-

ence question. Both results indicate that the Rwandan state could
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command a great deal of compliance from the citizenry before the_
genocide, and the findings above indicate that .the.pattern wzs re}irzl
duced during the genocide. I return to the point in greater detail i
Ch}ii;i:sgs.ion analyses again show thaF while some of thes;:1 factorf1 citz
not explain the behavior of the majority of perpetrators, they prea 510
which perpetrators were most violent. In bivariate iegresglonsf, r &
incitement, looting, and the idea that men were wprkmg lo.r :
country” all proved statistically significant. However, inamu t1v:21rix
ate context only the latter variable proved mgmﬁcapt {see Appen 1
table 5.5 for regression results). Here again we see a b1.furcated samp eci
with the most violent perpetrators saying thflt they killed for expec;;ci
reasons (looting, radio incitement, and workmg for the country), while
most respondents said that these factors did not matter.

Comprehensive Regression Analyses o

In this chapter and the previous one, I ran a number f)f blvarlaFe a.lzid
multivariate regression analyses. Several indlcgted §tatlstlcfllly s1grln -
cant results. However, of all the variables I cged, it remains unclear
which ones have the strongest relationship with d.egre.e of part1c1pa-
tion. To answer that question, I ran a series of mult1var1gte rfeg;essmn
analyses, including all of the variables that proved meaning u 1nt :glee
vious regressions {see Appendix table 5.6 for one representative
o II: Zlilgrs})r multivariate regressionIran, the variable for com})lnc?d m;)-
tivation had the strongest relationship with degree of participation. In
other words, those respondents who claimed thgt war-related anger
and fear drove them were consistently the most violent. The most Vlci
olent perpetrators claimed that Hutqs had to fight for thelcpunFr}tfeaile :
they mobilized the less violent to join them. Several multivaria cre
gressions I ran also show significant relationships between ag(le) an
gree of violence (with the youngest being most violent) find etweiE
preexisting relations with Tutsi neighb.ors and degree'of violence (wi
those reporting the worst relations being the most violent).

This chapter has three major ﬁndings.. F.irst{ theT chapter. C?hows 1:(})1:}:
many common hypotheses about participation in genoml e are :
accurate and misleading. On the one hand, the survey resu ts 1rlun COE-
trary to various theories linking‘violence to preex1st13g et n;tce:ial
tipathy and distance, to frustration from poverty, and to m
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incentives. Most perpetrators did not report hostile relations with Tut-
sis, social distance with Tutsis, deep belief in racist culture, brain-
washing or other extensive manipulation from propaganda, general
deprivation before the genocide, or looting as a primary motive to
commit genocide. Clearly there were dynamics other than these that
drove large-scale participation in Rwanda’s genocide. On the other
hand, the results show that some of these variables are correlated with
degree of participation in a statistically significant way—with preex-
isting relations with Tutsis as especially important. In other words,
these theories explain, at least in part, the behavior of the most vio-
lent perpetrators.

Second, the chapter demonstrates that there was strong intra-Hutu
pressure to participate in the genocide, that the pressure was associ-
ated with authority, and that this pressure, in all likelihood, con-
tributed heavily to rapid, large-scale civilian mobilization. This
chapter and the last also present evidence of high levels of civilian
compliance with state authorities before the genocide: the intervie-
wees regularly participated in obligatory state-induced labor projects
and in nighttime patrols before the genocide. But the mechanism dur-
ing the genocide appears less Rwanda’s often-claimed “culture of obe-
dience” and more intra-ethnic enforcement and coercion. In dry
terms. there was a credible threat of sanction for noncompliance. In
less dry terms, during the genocide, many Hutu men felt their choice
was either participate in the genocide or be punished, and many chose
the former.

Third, the chapter again points to the importance of the war. Many
perpetrators said that they committed genocide because they wanted
to protect themselves from the RPF and because they were enraged at
Habyarimana’s death and wanted revenge. The most powerful predic-
tor of why one perpetrator committed more violence than another was
whether a respondent described himself as motivated by war-related
fear or anger. The qualitative testimony briefly presented above also
showed how killing Tutsis was inseparable from the language of war.
Killing Tutsis in fact was equated with fighting the enemy. These find-
ings all support theories that claim that men kill to protect themselves
and avenge those who killed their own; the findings are also further
evidence that war is an essentia] part of the causal story of why geno-
cide happened in Rwanda.

The findings from this chapter are consistent with the picture of
genocide that emerged from previous chapters. After Habyarimana’s
assassination and the resumption of war, national hardliners declared
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war on Tutsis. At the local level, in the context of crisis and emer-
gency, local actors jostled for control until those promoting violence
against Tutsis won the upper hand. Once they did, they in turn mobi-
lized as many people as they could, claiming that killing Tutsis was
self-defense and authorized by the state. This chapter shows that
downstream, many men experienced a choice between compliance
and the risk of punishment, and many opted to join the attacks. This
chapter also shows that those who were the most aggressive during
the genocide had the fewest ties to Tutsis, had the most deprivation,
and, above all, were angry and fearful after Habyarimana’s assassina-
tion and the renewed onset of war. Their mindset was one of rage and
revenge, of killing before being killed, of organizing society categori-
cally into an ethnic “us” and “them.” Once these men wiclded a plu-
rality of force, once a tipping point was reached, mass mobilization
and violence spiked, and from that point forward—in the context of
continuing calls for violence from the national authorities and the
continuing advance of the Tutsis—killing dominated local life. Geno-
cide became the new order of the day.






