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Variables Influencing Victim Selection in Genocide

ABSTRACT: While victims of racially motivated violence may be identified through observation of morphological features, those targeted
because of their ethnic, religious, or national identity are not easily recognized. This study examines how perpetrators of genocide recognize their vic-
tims. Court documents, including indictments, witness statements, and testimony from the International Criminal Tribunals for Rwanda and the for-
mer Yugoslavia (FY) detail the interactions between victim and assailant. A total of 6012 decedents were included in the study; only 20.8% had
been positively identified. Variables influencing victim selection in Rwanda included location, segregation, incitement, and prior relationship, while
significant factors in FY were segregation, location, age ⁄ gender, and social data. Additional contributing factors in both countries included self-identi-
fication, victim behavior, linguistic or clothing evidence, and morphological features. Understanding the system of recognition used by perpetrators
aids investigators tasked with establishing victim identity in such prosecutions.
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Internationally, the crime of genocide is legally defined in Arti-
cles II and III of the 1948 Convention on the Prevention and
Punishment of Genocide (1). All genocides in recent history have
occurred in the midst of war, not as its cause or consequence but
because war suspends the rule of law (2). Differentiating genocide
from conflicts such as civil war requires that three elements of the
crime be demonstrated: (i) the physical element or actions which
represent legally defined acts of genocide (Table 1), (ii) the victim
identity element or victims that constitute an ethnic, racial, reli-
gious, or national group (the only four groups protected under
genocide law), and (iii) the mental element indicating the intent of
the perpetrators to destroy the targeted group, in whole or in part
(3).

While the physical and mental elements have been the focus
of prior prosecutions of genocide by the International Tribunals
for Rwanda (ICTR) and the former Yugoslavia (ICTY), the
victim identity element has received less attention. This oversight
has had significant consequences. Recent decisions in the Rwan-
dan tribunal have resulted in findings of judicial error in prosecu-
tions that failed to adequately address the element of victim
identity (4). How investigators and prosecutors could potentially
establish victim group identity has been previously reported (5).
This study focuses on perpetrator perception and recognition of
victim identity.

While positive identification is the forensic act of naming the
decedent to a degree of scientific certainty through the comparison
of antemortem social data with evidence derived postmortem,
group identity is a more flexible social construct in which an indi-
vidual’s membership within a specific group can be self-proclaimed
or perceived. If personal identification relies on the process of indi-
vidualization, group identity relies on shared class characteristics to
define membership (5). Despite its vital role in recognizing and
prosecuting acts of genocide, the issue of victim identity remains
poorly understood. Victim identity is often characterized by

uncertainty and presumption. For example, in Rwanda soldiers
were ordered to execute those ‘‘suspected of being Tutsis’’ (6) or
who ‘‘appeared to be Tutsi’’ (7). Further confounding prosecutors
(and potentially perpetrators) is that the conflict areas contained not
only the victim and aggressor groups but also a third ethnic group
(the Croats in the former Yugoslavia, the Twa in Rwanda). How
were victims selected? While victims of racially motivated violence
may be recognized through the observation of physical characteris-
tics such as skin color or facial features, members of ethnic, reli-
gious, or national groups are not often readily identified through
casual observation.

Two contrasting theories of victim selection have been
advanced. The first, proposed by Hilberg (8) to explain the
Holocaust of Jews in Germany, defines four distinct, progressive
stages of the targeting and treatment of victims by their assail-
ants: (i) humiliation and loss of rights, (ii) designation and visi-
ble marking of victims (yellow stars, graffiti, identity cards),
(iii) deportation and concentration, and (iv) complete elimination.
This four-stage theory describes a large-scale genocide primarily
conducted by military and paramilitary forces against a dispersed
populace with whom they have no prior relationship. The second
theory, ‘‘neighborhood genocide,’’ was advanced by Hatzfeld.
Hatzfeld argues that acts of genocide skip the second and third
stages proposed by Hilberg and proceed directly from humilia-
tion to elimination because of one important variable—‘‘the kill-
ers do not have to pick out their victims: they knew them
personally’’ (9). While Hatzfeld later concedes that the model of
neighborhood genocide is oversimplified (10), he contends that
prior relationship, coupled with the use of social data such as
identity cards to capture those not personally known to the
assailants, is the mechanism by which perpetrators recognize
their victims.

This study tests these theories of victim selection in two recent
genocides: the ethnic cleansing of Bosniak Muslims and ethnic
Albanians by Serb forces in the former Yugoslavia and the killing
of Tutsis by Hutu extremists in Rwanda. On preliminary review,
the violence in the former Yugoslavia appears to follow the four-
stage theory, while the conflict in Rwanda represents an example
of the ‘‘neighborhood genocide.’’
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Materials and Methods

Data were abstracted from indictments, court testimony, deci-
sions, and other public documents available on the United Nations
websites for the ICTY (11) and ICTR (12). Individuals were
included in the study if the decedent was identified or if the exact
number of decedents was known. Charges or incidents in which
the number of victims was estimated were not included. Decedents
were included in the study only if sufficient details of the victim’s
selection and perimortem period were available.

Descriptions and scoring protocols of the variables are provided
in Table 2. Hatzfeld and Hilsberg’s prior works have suggested the
variables of segregation (8), social data (2,8), and prior relationship
(2). All additional variables were developed for this study. Vari-
ables were not mutually exclusive; more than one variable could
be scored for each individual. For example, a victim encountered
during an attack on a village (location) who was placed in a con-
centration camp (segregation) and subsequently killed while
attempting to escape (victim behavior) would have all three vari-
ables scored as present.

In addition to the variables, the case number was recorded, as
was the specific count or charge number to allow tracking of
individuals throughout the judicial process. Information was also
recorded on whether the individual was identified (positively or
presumptively) as well as whether the decedent was designated mili-
tary or civilian.

Data were entered into an Excel spreadsheet. Tests for statistical
significance between the two regions were conducted using chi-
square tests, with p-values £ 0.001 considered significant.

To test the reproducibility and reliability of the scoring criteria
for the variables, 25 individuals were chosen at random and re-
scored several weeks after initial data collection. Interobserver error
was calculated using the kappa statistic and interpreted using stan-
dards proposed by Landis and Koch (13).

Results

Following review of all available indictments, a total of 30 met
the inclusion criteria for the study, 10 from the ICTY and 20 from
the ICTR. These indictments involve charges against 50 defendants
(31 from Rwanda, 19 from the former Yugoslavia).

Data on 6012 decedents were recorded; 2511 individuals from
Rwanda and 3501 victims from the former Yugoslavia. In the com-
bined sample, 20.8% of victims (1250 people) were positively iden-
tified or identified by name without scientific confirmation. Rates
of identification varied between the two countries, with the former

Yugoslavia having a 24.4% identification rate while only 15.7% of
Rwandan victims were identified by name. Only 111 decedents in
the total sample (12 from Rwanda, 99 from the former Yugoslavia)
were identified as military officers; the remaining 98% were ‘‘pro-
tected persons’’ such as civilians or prisoners.

A breakdown of variable frequency in the combined sample and
by country is provided in Table 3. Statistically significant differences
in frequencies between the two regions were seen in all variables
except biological features and victim behavior. The test for inter-
observer error in trait scoring produced a kappa statistic of 1.00,
indicating perfect agreement (13) and reproducibility.

Discussion

It is important to note that an inherent bias exists in the types
of cases selected for prosecution by the tribunals. In addressing
crimes of such magnitude, it is not possible to prosecute every
incident, death, or infraction. Therefore, prosecutorial preference is
given to well-documented, witnessed large-scale events with
appropriate supporting physical and material evidence. In both tri-
bunals, actions associated with the military, police, government,
or militias received the most attention. As such, the sample
included in this study is representative but not exhaustive for all
victim selection types or circumstances. For example, the high
prosecution rate of individuals overseeing concentration camps in
the former Yugoslavia resulted in a correspondingly high percent-
age of individuals for whom segregation was a contributing fac-
tor. Whether the observed percentage in this study reflects the
actual proportion of total victims killed while in some form of

TABLE 2—Description of variables.*

Location Victims chosen because of geographic
location, such as a specific attack on a
village known to have a
large population of the targeted group

Segregation (8) Victims isolated in specific areas, either
forcibly (such as concentration camps)
or voluntarily (such as refugee shelters
or UN safe areas)

Incitement ⁄ orders Victims identified on lists, orders, or public
media broadcasts, with assailants directed
to seek out and kill these specific individuals

Age ⁄ gender Express targeting of males of military ⁄ fighting
age or younger females for sexual assault

Social data (2,8) Recognition of targeted individuals through
identification cards, public directories or
registries

Self-identification Victim responses to interrogation or
inquiries as to their identity

Prior relationship (2) Assailant has personal knowledge of
victim’s identity, either through prior contact
(i.e., relatives, neighbors, or work colleagues)
or because victim is a public figure or
high-profile individual in the community

Clothing ⁄ effects Victim’s identity is perceived through material
culture (their clothing or personal effects)

Victim behavior The actions of the victim prompt assault,
such as failure to comply, aggression towards
the perpetrators or attempts to escape

Biological features The physical attributes of the victim (skin or hair
color, facial features) serve as the basis for the
identification

Linguistic evidence First or surname structure, language spoken or
evident in documents

*Variables suggested by prior works are cited. All others were developed
for this study.

TABLE 1—Acts and crimes that encompass the physical and mental
elements of genocide (1).

Five crimes punishable as genocide (physical element):
(i) Conspiracy to commit genocide
(ii) Incitement to commit genocide
(iii) An attempt to commit genocide
(iv) Complicity
(v) Successful acts of genocide
Five acts considered evidence of the intent to
commit genocide (mental element):

(a) Killing members of the targeted group
(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm through widespread torture, rape,
or mutilation
(c) Deliberately inflicting conditions of life calculated to destroy the group,
including deprivation of resources, detention in camps, or force relocation
(d) Prevention of births within the targeted group
(e) Forcible transfer of children
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segregation cannot be known. Variable frequencies are reported
and interpreted solely on their relative role within the observed
sample.

Location

Geographic location played a significant role in the selection of
91.2% of Rwandan and 56.3% of former Yugoslavian victims. Indict-
ments issued by the ICTY describe attacks on ‘‘Muslim population
centers’’ and ‘‘the intensive shelling of Muslim areas’’ (14). Although
sometimes supported by preconflict census statistics (15), such desig-
nations were typically presumptive or based on witness perceptions
of population demographics. In Kosovo, the capital city of Pristina
was systematically cleared of ethnic Albanians street by street (16).
In Rwanda, location proved even more significant. Attacks on vil-
lages with a high percentage of Tutsis were reported, as was the use
of roadblocks in strategic areas, allowing the perpetrators to screen
those attempting to flee.

While attacks based on location may appear an effective means
of targeting large numbers of the intended group, such attacks raise
the strong possibility of collateral damage to friendly or nontargeted
populations. In preconflict Rwanda, Bosnia, and Kosovo, no village
was exclusively populated by a specific ethnic group. Shelling or
sniper attacks in urban areas such as Sarajevo, even when directed
at areas with predominantly Muslim inhabitants, endangered Serb
civilians. While victim selection based on location offers perpetra-
tors easily defined targets, it comes with considerable risk.

Segregation

The segregation of victims from the general population occurred
in a number of forms: concentration camps, refugee centers, and
UN safe areas. The use of concentration camps (such as the Susica,
Buk Bijela, and the Foca Kazneno-popravni Dom camps) is well
documented in the former Yugoslavia. Retention facilities ranged
from short-term use of public buildings such as high schools to
long-term, large-scale detention facilities, such as the Omarska camp
in Prijedor, which was a converted mining facility (17). Once segre-
gated, individuals retained in the camps were killed because of
behavioral infractions such as failing to comply with orders, because
of a prior relationship with the guards, or simply as a matter of
course. In Bosnia, isolation of the targeted group into UN ‘‘safe
areas’’ such as Srebrenica also provided perpetrators with enclaves
of victims already identified as non-Serb (18).

While concentration camps and safe areas were prevalent in Bos-
nia, the most common form of segregation in Rwanda was refugee

camps. The identity of those seeking refuge was presumptive, both
to the perpetrators and, subsequently, the prosecutors: ‘‘groups of
people seeking refuge in the same area were most likely predomi-
nately Tutsi’’ (19). In Rwanda, a common ruse employed by the
assailants was to direct those seeking refuge to specific areas or
holding centers, only to then attack the centers (20,21).

Incitement

Incitement was far more frequent in Rwanda (85.1%) than in
the former Yugoslavia (19.4%). Incitement in Rwanda took a
number of forms, including the creation of victim lists, active
recruitment of assailants, and the use of hate media. The most
prevalent was the establishment of lists of people to be executed.
Civilian authorities and militia generated such lists. The Intelli-
gence Bureau (G-2) of the Rwanda Army also established and
regularly updated lists of those deemed ‘‘the enemy [Tutsis] and
their accomplices [moderate Hutus who supported Tutsis or
refused to participate in the killing]’’ (22). ‘‘Military patrols…
scoured the city, lists in hand, to execute the Tutsi’’ (23). Civilian
and military individuals were also engaged in active recruitment
of assailants, providing weapons and training, as well as organi-
zing rallies, meetings, and public displays of anti-Tutsi rhetoric
and rewarding those who killed Tutsis (24), often with drink or
money (25). A common recruitment tool was the training of
recent recruits in public places, accompanied by the chanting
of slogans inciting the extermination of the Tutsis (26). Military
and civilian leaders delivered speeches, often broadcast by mega-
phone, encouraging the Hutu population to systematically eradicate
the Tutsi ‘‘enemy’’ (27). Indirect forms of incitement were also
reported: ‘‘civil servants and political appointees who did not
approve or participate with enough zeal in the killings of Tutsis
were dismissed by authorities’’ (28).

The creation of hate media in the form of the Radio Televi-
sion Libre Des Mille Collines (RTLM) and the newspaper Kan-
gura for the express purpose of disseminating anti-Tutsi
campaigns was yet another form of incitement (29). Songs con-
taining anti-Tutsi sentiments were composed and broadcast on
RTLM as well as at large public gatherings held in athletic sta-
diums throughout Rwanda and from vehicle-mounted public
address systems (30).

Incitement in the former Yugoslavia entailed low ranking sol-
diers or police carrying out direct orders from their superior offi-
cers. Although the use of hate media and propaganda has been
reported (31), no specific examples of such incitement were con-
tained in the ICTY cases included in this study.

TABLE 3—Frequency of variables in the combined sample and by country.

Variable Rwanda (n = 2511) Former Yugoslavia (n = 3501) Combined sample (n = 6012)

Location 2290 (91.2) 1970 (56.3) 4260 (70.8)
Segregation 2191 (87.3) 2070 (59.1) 4261 (70.9)
Incitement ⁄ orders 2137 (85.1) 680 (19.4) 2817 (46.9)
Age ⁄ gender 30 (1.2) 857 (24.5) 887 (14.8)
Social data 118 (4.7) 380 (10.9) 498 (8.3)
Self-identification 88 (3.5) 184 (5.3) 272 (4.5)
Prior relationship 212 (8.4) 32 (0.9) 244 (4.1)
Clothing ⁄ effects 0 (0) 135 (3.9) 135 (2.2)
Victim behavior* 38 (1.5) 43 (1.2) 81 (1.3)
Biological features* 21 (0.8) 60 (1.7) 81 (1.3)
Linguistic evidence 0 (0) 18 (0.5) 18 (0.3)

Percentage values are in parentheses.
*No statistically significant difference between the two countries for these variables.
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Age ⁄ Gender

Many victims were targeted because of their age and gender. In
the former Yugoslavia, males of fighting age were preferentially
selected. Survivors detained in the Smrekovnica ⁄Smrekonice prison
in Kosovo indicated that the criteria for their arrest appeared to be
their age, sex, and in some cases their residence. Interviewees
reported fellow male prisoners as young as 12 and as old as 75 but
stated that 90% were between the ages of 18 and 55 (32). General
Ratko Mladic, a prominent military leader, is quoted as saying:
‘‘first, offer the able-bodied and armed men to surrender and, if they
refuse, destroy them’’ (33). This systematic isolation of military age
men was further evidenced by the detention of Muslim women,
children, and the elderly in separate facilities (34,35).

In Rwanda, age and gender bias focused on the selection of
young Tutsi females targeted for sexual assault. Multiple indict-
ments contain charges of rape and assault, as well as incitement to
commit such acts, against victims in their teens and early twenties
(36). As a result of these selection biases, a significant difference
was seen in the reported frequencies of the age ⁄gender variable in
the Balkans (24.5%) and Rwanda (1.2%).

Social Data

Perpetrators’ reliance on social data such as identity cards to
identify victims was widely reported in both countries. In Rwanda,
‘‘individuals seeking Tutsis could identify their targets simply by
asking individuals to show their identification card’’ (37). Identity
cards specifying the ethnic group of the bearer were introduced in
Rwanda in 1931 and their use continued until the genocide in
1994 (38). Identity cards and social registries were used in combi-
nation with roadblocks along refugee evacuation routes: ‘‘at these
roadblocks, people’s identities were checked, by means of verifica-
tion of identity cards, and the Tutsi or those identified as such
were summarily executed’’ (39). Even those who managed to
obtain false identification cards indicating they were not of the tar-
geted group were caught and killed (40). However, despite frequent
references to the use of roadblocks and identity cards as a means
of identifying Tutsis in virtually all ICTR indictments, few identi-
fied victims, estimated numbers of victims or specific accounts
were included in the charges. As a result, the relatively low fre-
quency of the social data variable (4.7%) in Rwanda likely under-
estimates the actual numbers of victims identified in this manner.

In the former Yugoslavia, identity cards were also a commonly
reported means of establishing victim identity, although again its low
frequency (10.9%) may not be an accurate representation of its influ-
ence. A ubiquitous pretext for arrest in Kosovo was the lack of any
proper identification and the purported necessity for police to estab-
lish someone’s identity. As the majority of Kosovo Albanians did not
have any formal identity cards (passport, licna karta or identity card,
driver’s license), they were perpetually at risk for arbitrary arrest (41).

Self-identification

Reports of victims self-identifying were rare, only 4.5% of the total
sample. This variable was scored as present only in specific instances
in which victims responded to verbal inquiries by the perpetrators
calling for members of the targeted group to identify themselves.
However, it can be argued that self-identification extends beyond
such unequivocal cases to encompass a broader spectrum of victim
behavior. For example, those who pleaded for help or sought refuge
may have inadvertently disclosed their targeted status in so doing.

Prior Relationship

Scoring of this variable includes cases in which the perpetrator
and victim had personal knowledge of each other prior to the
conflict as well as the direct targeting of classes of individuals
known to the community (such as teachers or doctors) or well-
known personages such as politicians or entertainers. In Rwanda,
those in power ordered the local people and militia to kill intel-
lectuals and influential people, including teachers and university
professors (42). Among the most symbolic was the former Queen
of Rwanda, Rosalie Gicanda, ‘‘a historical symbol for all Tutsi’’
(43).

Killings also included relatives. One Rwandan defendant went so
far as to instruct that the killings begin with one of his own chil-
dren born to a Tutsi woman (44). Another defendant first sheltered
18 of his Tutsi wife’s relatives and then ordered them killed (45).
Hatzfeld details an interview with one assailant who describes an
existing yet altered relationship with his victim: ‘‘in truth, it came
to me only afterward: I had taken the life of a neighbor….at the
fatal instant, I did not see in him what he had been before’’ (46).

This notion of ‘‘neighborhood genocide’’ also extends to the for-
mer Yugoslavia, particularly in rural areas. Concentration camp
guards often singled out prisoners who were acquaintances or
neighbors from their communities and subjected them to particu-
larly brutal and humiliating treatment, with little regard for the
prior relationship (47). As with social data, general descriptions of
individuals attacking those known to them were frequently reported
but specific instances were rarely provided.

Clothing ⁄ Personal Effects

Material culture, particularly clothing, varied among the ethnic
groups in the former Yugoslavia, largely reflecting religious differ-
ences among the groups. One report details survivors describing
how they recognized Serb civilians from a nearby town by their
manner of dress (16). Kosovar Albanian males who wore the tradi-
tional plis or white hat were expressly targeted for doing so, includ-
ing one incident in which the hats were discovered thrown on the
ground beside 40 dead males from the Globocica ⁄ Cllobocic area
(16). Others report large collections of bloodstained plis with Chet-
nik symbols scrawled on them (48).

Clothing also proved significant in other ways. Investigators have
presumptively classified decedents as civilian or military based on
clothing (i.e., the presence or absence of a uniform) (49). Those tar-
geted often used the different styles of uniforms worn by the mili-
tary, paramilitary, and police as a means of identifying their
tormentors. In at least one instance, ethnic Albanians were forced to
strip and don Serbian military uniforms and were used as human
shields during the forcible transfer of prisoners (16).

No specific instances of victims identified by clothing styles or
personal effects were reported in Rwanda. This may be an artifact
of a limited marketplace, in which access to material goods is
restricted, producing a uniformity of material culture across ethnic
groups. Although differences in facial features and skin color
between Hutus and Tutsis have been described at length (50), little
attention has been paid to variations in clothing styles between the
two groups, if any exists.

Victim Behavior

The overall number of reports in which victim behavior directly
led to the assault was small, only 81 cases in the total sample with

KOMAR • VICTIM SELECTION IN GENOCIDE 175



no statistically significant differences between the two countries.
However, such instances were dramatic and typically extensively
documented. Most common was violence incited by a failure of vic-
tims to comply with orders: ‘‘the soldiers demanded that the refu-
gees identify themselves with their identification cards. When the
refugees refused, the soldiers attacked the mosque, shooting and
killing many people’’ (51). Attempts to escape also resulted in death
(52). Pleading for aid or compassion was normally met with vio-
lence (53). In Rwanda, even the physical prowess of the targeted
individual may have influenced survival: ‘‘when we could not catch
the most agile of them, we fell back on the puny ones’’ (54).

Biological Features

Defining the role of morphology in concepts of ethnicity or reli-
gious and national identity is problematic. The ICTR found that
racial groups were ‘‘based on the hereditary physical traits often
identified with a geographic region, irrespective of linguistic, cul-
tural, national, or religious factors’’ (55), while ethnic groups ‘‘share
a common language and culture’’ (56). The ICTY argued that the
concepts of race and ethnicity ‘‘partially overlap’’ (57). Prior
research suggests that ethnicity and nationality can be represented in
morphological features. For example, the craniometric biological
affinity computing program known as FORDISC 3.0 (58), deve-
loped by the University of Tennessee, calculates the posterior proba-
bility of an unknown skull belonging to a specific racial (i.e., white
or Black), ethnic (i.e., Hispanic), or national (i.e., Chinese) group.

Within Rwanda, the Hutus and Tutsis are considered to each pos-
sess an average dominant somatic type, even if not every individual
conforms to it. Tutsis, often described as Europeans with black skin,
are extremely tall and thin with sharp, angular facial features, while
Hutus are generally short with a wide nose and thick lips (50,59).
Repeated references to the targeting of those who ‘‘appeared Tutsi’’
occur throughout the Rwandan tribunal proceedings, although spe-
cific instances of victim selection based on physical features were
rarely reported or not recognized as such by witnesses.

Somatic stereotyping is less accepted among the ethnic groups in
the former Yugoslavia, with no physical attributes ascribed to any
of the relevant groups. Ross (60) reports that cranial metric analysis
can discriminate between male Bosnian and Croatian individuals.
However, Ross’ study does not specify that the individuals included
in the sample were positively identified nor indicate how the ethnic
affinity of the individuals was determined beyond general location
of recovery. Most importantly, this metric variability does not trans-
late into socially accepted notions of morphological distinction
between the two ethnic groups.

Despite this, physical appearance did factor into perpetrator deci-
sion making. For example, a Kosovo Albanian man had been ordered
to dig a mass grave because he had been mistaken for a ‘‘gypsy’’
(Roma) because of his dark skin (61). Mitochondrial DNA haplo-
group frequency among Serbs, Bosniaks, and Croats has been
reported previously (62) although the relative frequencies contributed
little to accurate classification of unknown individuals. This suggests
distance between populations, even if not expressed phenotypically.

Physical appearance was one of the two variables in which the
frequencies observed in the two regions were not statistically signifi-
cant, although the number of cases in the former Yugoslavia was
slightly higher. Given the socially accepted interpretation of physical
features in Rwanda and the lack of somatic stereotyping in the
former Yugoslavia, this result is somewhat puzzling and may be an
artifact of case selection or the inclusion of specific types of witness
statements by certain prosecutors. It is likely that the role of

morphological features in victim selection is underrepresented in this
study, particularly in Rwanda.

Linguistic Evidence

Surnames in the former Yugoslavia are a consistent and reliable
indicator of ethnic identity. Victims were expressly targeted
because of their names (16). Language spoken also provided clues
to identity. Following the termination of Albanian-language teach-
ing at Pristina University and all public schools in Kosovo (63),
those found using the language were targeted.

No instances of victim selection based on linguistic evidence
were reported in Rwanda. Both Hutus and Tutsis share a common
language, Kinyarwanda, although French, English, and KiSwahili
are also commonly spoken (64). No published reports indicate any
correlation between surname and ethnicity in Rwanda.

Conclusion

Statistically significant differences were seen in the frequencies
of all victim selection variables between the two countries, with the
exceptions of victim behavior and biological features. The most fre-
quently reported variables in Rwanda were location, segregation,
incitement, and prior relationship. In the former Yugoslavia, segre-
gation, location, age ⁄gender, incitement ⁄ orders, and social data
were most prevalent.

These results indicate that neither the ‘‘neighborhood genocide’’
model nor the four-stage theory successfully explain these contem-
poraneous yet geographically diverse acts of genocide. The ‘‘neigh-
borhood genocide’’ theory purported to describe the mechanism of
victim selection in Rwanda is also not supported by the findings of
this study. The ‘‘neighborhood genocide’’ theory hypothesizes that
prior relationship and social data should be the most significant
variables, rather than the overwhelming influence of location,
segregation, and incitement reported here. The high frequency of
segregation in concentration camps (59.1%) reported in the former
Yugoslavia is consistent with stage III of the four-stage model
proposed by Hilberg (8) but the lower incidence of social data
(10.9%) and the absence of express victim marking (stage II)
suggest the model is not a perfect fit.

The findings of this study suggest that perpetrators rely on a
variety of indicators when identifying potential victims, including
variables such as clothing, age ⁄ gender, and linguistic evidence not
previously described. While prior proposed theories of selection in
genocide may describe general patterns or mechanisms, they fail to
capture the full spectrum of characteristics that define the victim
group.

Prosecutors can no longer afford to presumptively establish vic-
tim identity in acts of genocide. Forensic investigators tasked with
determining victim identity must rely on the same system of recog-
nition used by the perpetrators. Understanding how the assailants
recognize their victims is the first step in identifying the class char-
acteristics that can be used to accurately assign conflict victims to
their appropriate social groups.
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