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1. Introduction 

 

1.2. Letter from the USG  

 

Dear Delegates, 

 

Welcome to the first edition of HUDAMUN and to the United Nations Special Convention on the Prevention 

and Definition of Genocide (UNSCPDG). We’re glad to have you in this committee, where the agenda focuses 

on an issue that remains critically important in international law and global politics. 

 

The topic you will be working on — “Deliberating the Legal Criteria for the Definition and Classification of 

Genocide under International Law”  is both legally complex and deeply human. Genocide is a crime that marks 

some of the darkest moments in history, and yet the current legal definitions and mechanisms have often 

failed to respond effectively. Your work in this committee will center on evaluating the gaps in the existing 

Genocide Convention, exploring possible reforms, and discussing how legal systems should adapt to modern 

challenges. 

 

Whether you are considering the role of cultural destruction, gender-based violence, digital tools of 

incitement, or institutional accountability, we encourage you to approach these questions with focus, 

responsibility, and a willingness to engage with differing views. 

 

This study guide is here to give you a starting point , for some historical background, legal context, and 

structure to help guide your research and position development. It is not exhaustive, so please build on it, 

bring in relevant case studies, and think critically about possible solutions. 

 

We look forward to productive sessions, meaningful debate, and thoughtful diplomacy in this committee. 

 

Sincerely, 

Your under secretary general  

 

If you have any questions you could reach me by email or instagram ! 

Email: markqqb@gmail.com  

Ig: mrppzk  

 

     

 

 

 

 

mailto:markqqb@gmail.com


1.3. Committee Mandate and Scope 

 

The United Nations Special Convention on the Prevention and Definition of Genocide (UNSCPDG) has been 

convened as a temporary, specialized body under the authority of the United Nations General Assembly. Its 

mandate is to deliberate upon, modernize, and refine the legal definition of genocide in light of contemporary 

challenges, and to propose international legal frameworks and preventive measures aimed at ensuring the 

crime of genocide is effectively addressed under international law. 

 

The UNSCPDG draws inspiration and authority from the 1948 Convention on the Prevention and Punishment 

of the Crime of Genocide, as well as from the broader principles of the UN Charter, international humanitarian 

law, and customary international law. The committee’s work is intended to complement and strengthen 

existing international legal mechanisms rather than replace them. 

 

The scope of the UNSCPDG includes: 

 

 Reviewing the current legal definition of genocide, as established in the 1948 Genocide Convention, and 

assessing its adequacy in addressing modern forms of genocide, including those involving nonstate actors, 

digital incitement, and genderbased or cultural destruction. 

 Drafting proposed legal language for a revised or supplementary definition of genocide, suitable for adoption 

by the international community through a future convention, treaty, or UN General Assembly resolution. 

 Developing recommendations for international cooperation and early warning systems to prevent genocide. 

 Identifying legal, institutional, and policy measures that states and international bodies can adopt to 

strengthen genocide prevention. 

 

The committee is not vested with judicial or enforcement powers. Its proposals and draft texts do not create 

binding international law by themselves but are designed to guide Member States and UN bodies in future 

lawmaking and policy development. The UNSCPDG’s final outputs are expected to take the form of a report, 

draft convention or protocol text, and policy recommendations, which will be submitted to the United Nations 

General Assembly for consideration. 

 

Delegates should focus their work on crafting comprehensive, legally sound proposals while balancing the 

principles of state sovereignty, international cooperation, and the imperative to prevent mass atrocity crimes. 

 

 

1.4. Key Terminologies and Definitions 

 

 

• Genocide 

The deliberate attempt to destroy, in whole or part, a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group. 

 

 

• Crimes Against Humanity 



Widespread or systematic attacks against civilian populations, including murder, torture, and enslavement. 

 

 

• War Crimes 

Serious breaches of the laws of war, such as targeting civilians or using illegal weapons. 

 

 

• Ethnic Cleansing 

The forced removal of an ethnic or religious group from a specific area through violence or intimidation. 

 

 

• Dolus Specialis (Special Intent) 

The specific, deliberate intent to destroy a protected group, required to establish genocide. 

 

 

• Protected Groups 

Groups recognized under the 1948 Convention: national, ethnic, racial, or religious groups. 

 

 

• Incitement to Genocide 

Encouraging or provoking others to commit genocide through speech or other actions. 

 

 

• Perpetrator 

An individual or group directly responsible for committing acts of genocide or related crimes. 

 

 

• Victim Group 

The targeted group against whom genocidal acts are directed. 

 

 

• State Sovereignty 

The principle that a state governs itself without external interference in its internal affairs. 

 

 

• Responsibility to Protect (R2P) 

A global commitment to prevent and stop mass atrocity crimes, including genocide. 

 

 



• International Humanitarian Law 

Legal rules regulating conduct during armed conflict, protecting civilians and those not fighting. 

 

 

• International Criminal Law 

Law governing the prosecution of individuals for international crimes like genocide and war crimes. 

 

 

• Mass Atrocity Crimes 

A collective term for genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes, and ethnic cleansing. 

 

 

• Accountability Mechanisms 

Legal processes, courts, or tribunals set up to try individuals accused of international crimes. 

 

 

• Jurisdiction 

The legal authority of a court or tribunal to try crimes or individuals. 

 

 

• Extermination 

The act of killing large numbers of people, often as part of a systematic plan. 

 

 

• Cultural Genocide 

Destruction of a group’s cultural identity, language, or heritage, not covered under the 1948 Convention. 

 

 

• International Court of Justice (ICJ) 

The UN’s principal judicial organ that handles disputes between states, including genocide-related cases. 

 

 

• International Criminal Court (ICC) 

A permanent court that prosecutes individuals for genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2. Understanding Genocide: Historical, Legal, and Philosophical Foundations 

2.1 Origins of the Term “Genocide” – Raphael Lemkin’s Legacy 

Raphael Lemkin (1900–1959) coined the term “genocide.” He combined Greek genos (“race” or “tribe”) and 

Latin -cide (“killing”) to describe “the destruction of a nation or of an ethnic group”. Lemkin was horrified by 

mass murders (like the Armenian and Holocaust genocides) and used Axis Rule in Occupied Europe (1944) to 

define genocide as a planned effort to annihilate a group’s “essential foundations’’ . After WWII he served as a 

consultant at the Nuremberg Trials, where “genocide” was mentioned but not yet a crime under law. Lemkin 

then lobbied the United Nations, and his work led to the Genocide Convention in 1948. He spent the rest of his 

life pushing countries to pass laws against genocide, leaving a legacy that the term “genocide” and its meaning 

“imprinted in international law”. 

2.2 The Nuremberg Trials and Post-WWII International Justice 

The Nuremberg trials are a series of trials that began in Germany, Nuremberg to address the crimes 

committed by the Germans during the war and to punish those who were personally responsible for them. 

• Nuremberg Trials (1945–46): After WWII, the Allied powers tried Nazi leaders at Nuremberg. They 

charged crimes against peace, war crimes and crimes against humanity. Lemkin succeeded in getting 

the word “genocide” into the indictment, but since “genocide” wasn’t yet a defined crime, the 

tribunal did not convict anyone for genocide. (Nuremberg only punished massacres linked to 

Germany’s war of aggression.) 

 

 

• 1946 UN Declaration: In December 1946 the UN General Assembly declared “genocide is a crime 

under international law which the civilized world condemns”. The resolution affirmed genocide’s 

horror and asked states to enact laws to prevent it. It also urged the drafting of a binding treaty; the 

step that led to the 1948 Genocide Convention. 

 

 

• Later Tribunals (1990s–2000s): Decades later, new international courts explicitly prosecuted 

genocide. For example, the UN’s International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY, est. 

1993) was the first such tribunal “mandated to prosecute the crime of genocide”. In 2001 the ICTY 

ruled that the 1995 Srebrenica massacre was genocide (holding Bosnian Serb forces guilty of intent to 

destroy part of the Bosniak community). Similarly, the ICTY and the International Criminal Tribunal for 

Rwanda (ICTR) later convicted leaders for the Rwandan genocide. These tribunals showed that 

genocide could be tried under international law, building on Nuremberg’s legacy. 

 

 

2.3 The Genocide Convention (1948): Text, Intent, and Ratification History 

Signing the Genocide Convention (1948). The Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of 

Genocide was adopted by the UN on December 9, 1948 and came into force on January 12, 1951. It was the 

first human rights treaty to codify genocide as a crime. Article II defines genocide as certain acts committed 

“with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such”. In other 

words, genocide requires both, one of the listed actions, and the special intent to wipe out the group. The 

Convention then specifies five qualifying acts (when done with intent): 

• Killing members of the group. 

 

 



• Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group. 

 

 

• Deliberately inflicting conditions of life on the group that will bring about its destruction (for example, 

starvation). 

 

 

• Imposing measures to prevent births within the group. 

 

 

• Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group. 

 

 

Each of these acts, by itself, may be horrific, but under the Convention they count as genocide only if the 

intent (“to destroy in whole or in part a group”) is proven. The treaty obliges all parties to prevent and punish 

genocide, and to enact national laws against it. As of 2025, 153 countries have ratified the Genocide 

Convention, making it nearly universal law. (For example, the United States signed in 1948 but only ratified it 

in 1988; today almost every UN member is a party.) 

2.4 The Role of Intent (Mens Rea) in Genocidal Crimes 

• Special intent (dolus specialis): Genocide is unique because it requires a specific intent to destroy the 

protected group. In addition to doing a prohibited act, the perpetrator must intend to eliminate the 

group. Genocide requires a dolus specialis (a special intent), not merely a dolus directus, but the acts 

must be accompanied, ofcourse, by an intent to destroy a protected group in whole or in part. In 

other words, killing group members is not enough, the criminal must aim to wipe out the group itself. 

 

 

• Legal standard: Courts emphasize this “intent to destroy” language. The International Court of Justice 

(Bosnia v. Serbia, 2007) stressed that beyond proving killings etc. One must establish “the intent to 

destroy, in whole or in part, [the protected] group, as such”. This is sometimes called “specific intent” 

or dolus specialis. Without it, the crime does not qualify as genocide. (By contrast, broader crimes like 

war crimes or crimes against humanity do not require this goal of group destruction.) 

 

 

• Proving intent: Since people rarely announce “I intend genocide,” courts allow intent to be inferred 

from facts. For example, the ICTY has held that specific intent may be proven by circumstantial 

evidence “inferred from a number of fact, such as the general context, the perpetration of other 

culpable acts systematically directed against the same group, and the scale of atrocities committed”. 

In practice, judges look at the overall pattern: speeches or orders targeting the group, the sheer 

number of victims, systematic killings, or conditions engineered to destroy the group. The more 

widespread and organized the attacks, the more a court can infer that the goal was group destruction. 

In short, the requirement of intent to destroy a group makes genocide an especially grave crime and 

often the most difficult to prove. Courts must be convinced that the attackers meant not just to kill 

individuals, but to annihilate the group as a whole. 

 

3. International Legal Frameworks Addressing Genocide 

3.1. The 1948 UN Genocide Convention 



• The Genocide Convention (Dec 1948) made genocide an international crime. Its Article I obliges states 

to “prevent and punish” genocide at home and abroad. The UN declared early on that “genocide is a 

crime under international law which the civilized world condemns”. Article II defines genocide as “any 

of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial 

or religious group” (e.g. killing group members, causing harm, or forcibly transferring children). 

Importantly, the treaty denies any immunity ; Article IV explicitly rejects “official capacity” as a 

defense even for heads of state, and Article V forces each country to adopt domestic laws to punish 

genocide. 

 

 

3.2. The Rome Statute and the ICC 

• The Rome Statute (1998) established the International Criminal Court (ICC) in 2002. It makes 

genocide a core crime. Article 6 of the Statute defines genocide similarly to the UN Convention: it 

covers acts done “with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious 

group, as such”. The ICC is a permanent tribunal of “last resort”, it intervenes only if countries fail to 

prosecute. It can take jurisdiction over crimes committed on/after July 2002 when either (a) the 

accused or the territory is that of a State Party, or (b) the UN Security Council refers the case. For 

example, UNSC Resolution 1593 (2005) referred the Darfur (Sudan) situation to the ICC, obligating all 

parties to cooperate. In practice, the ICC has opened investigations and issued arrest warrants (e.g. 

Sudan’s al-Bashir), but only with limited state cooperation. 

 

 

3.3. The International Court of Justice (ICJ) – Specific Genocide Cases 

• The ICJ (World Court) settles state to state disputes under the Genocide Convention (Art. IX). It has 

handled landmark genocide cases. In Bosnia v. Serbia (2007), the Court found that the 1995 

Srebrenica massacre was genocide (though it did not find that Serbia directly committed widespread 

genocide elsewhere). Notably, on Feb. 26, 2007, the ICJ “formally recognized the Srebrenica massacre 

as a genocide”. More recently, The Gambia sued Myanmar for Rohingya genocide (filed 2019): in Jan 

2020 the ICJ ordered provisional measures requiring Myanmar “to prevent all genocidal acts against 

the Rohingya”. (Other cases include Honduras v. Nicaragua, and the ongoing Ukraine v. Russia case 

alleging genocide.) The ICJ cannot try individuals, but its rulings bind the states involved. 

 

 

3.4. UN Security Council Mechanisms and Ad Hoc Tribunals 

• Under Chapter VII, the UN Security Council can create tribunals or refer situations for prosecution. For 

example, Res. 955 (1994) created the ICTR to prosecute genocide and other crimes in Rwanda. 

Similarly, Res. 827 (1993) established the ICTY for war crimes in the former Yugoslavia; these tribunals 

indicted leaders (e.g. Karadžić, Mladić) for Srebrenica genocide. The Council can also refer cases to 

the ICC (as in Darfur) or set up ad hoc courts (e.g. Special Court for Sierra Leone). These bodies helped 

clarify genocide law and secure convictions, but they rely on UN member support and can be limited 

by politics. 

 

 

3.5. Regional Human Rights Courts and Customary Law 

• Regional bodies also touch genocide issues. Courts like the European Court of Human Rights or Inter-

American Court have dealt with related topics (e.g. hate speech, denial) under human rights law, 

though they do not directly prosecute genocide. Importantly, genocide is also a customary 

international law crime. All states recognize its prohibition as a jus cogens (peremptory) norm. As one 



report notes, “genocide is a crime under customary international law,” a prohibition that “cannot be 

violated or derogated” even by non-signatories to the Convention. The ICJ has labeled outlawing 

genocide an erga omnes obligation (an obligation owed to all states). In practice this means any 

country may claim universal jurisdiction to try genocide suspects, even if the crime occurred abroad. 

 

 

3.6. Case Law and Precedents (Bosnia, Myanmar, Gambia v. Myanmar) 

• Bosnia (1990s): The ICTY and ICJ set precedents. In Krstić and other trials, ICTY held that the 

Srebrenica massacre (July 1995) amounted to genocide. The ICJ confirmed this, as noted above. 

Bosnia’s case also established that genocide intent must be proven for “specific intent” to destroy a 

protected group. 

 

 

• Myanmar (Rohingya): In 2018-19 the ICC authorized investigations into crimes against Rohingya in 

Myanmar/Bangladesh. At the ICJ, The Gambia’s genocide lawsuit (2019) led to provisional orders (Jan 

2020) requiring Myanmar to protect Rohingya from genocide. These cases set new precedents: The 

Gambia was “the first time a country without any direct connection” used the Genocide Convention 

at the ICJ. 

 

 

• (Other cases: Gambia v. Myanmar is still pending; Ukraine v. Russia is in preliminary stage over 

alleged Donbass genocide.) 

 

 

3.7. Limitations in Prosecution: Jurisdiction, Immunity, and Non-Cooperation 

• Jurisdiction limits: The ICC can only try crimes in states that have joined (or accepted its reach) or by 

UN referral. Many major powers (e.g. US, China) are not parties, limiting cases. (For example, when 

the ICC took up Darfur, Sudan was not a member but had to cooperate under UNSC Res.1593.) States 

may also cite Article 98 of the Rome Statute to block extradition of their officials to the ICC. 

 

 

• Immunity: National leaders often claim immunity in foreign courts. The ICJ’s Arrest Warrant case 

allowed immunity for sitting officials in foreign tribunals, though the ICC’s Article 27 explicitly nullifies 

official capacity (“official capacity shall not relieve” anyone from responsibility). Still, real-world 

politics often protect leaders. 

 

 

• Non-cooperation: States sometimes refuse to arrest indicted suspects. For example, Sudan’s Omar al-

Bashir eluded ICC arrest for years. HRW criticized Bashir’s regime for “stonewalling” and “blatant 

obstruction” of ICC orders. In 2019 the ICC Appeals Chamber ruled Jordan had failed to arrest Bashir 

despite legal duty. Similarly, many countries have not handed over Russian, Syrian, or other suspects 

wanted by international courts, citing politics or sovereignty.  

 

 

3.8. Role of NGOs, Whistleblowers, and Independent Observers 

• Non-governmental organizations play a crucial watchdog role. Human Rights Watch, Amnesty 

International, and similar groups gather evidence of atrocities, publish detailed reports, and often 



submit information to courts. Their documentation can become key evidence in trials. They also 

advocate for prosecutions and pressure governments/UN bodies. 

 

 

• Whistleblowers (like; UN staff, military insiders) have at times exposed genocidal plans or cover-ups. 

For instance, evidence of Rohingya abuses was aided by leaks from inside Myanmar’s army. 

 

 

• Independent observers and legal monitors (from civil society, academic or diplomatic missions) may 

attend trials, support witnesses, or monitor compliance. International networks (like the Coalition for 

the ICC) coordinate NGO input. Though challenging to quantify, civil society remains essential for 

pushing genocide cases forward and ensuring transparency in the justice process. 

4. Historic and Contemporary Case Studies: Genocides and Alleged Genocides 

4.1. The Herero and Nama Genocide (1904–1908, German Southwest Africa) 

In German-ruled Namibia (then South-West Africa), colonial troops violently suppressed the Herero and Nama 

uprisings. An estimated 65,000 Herero and 10,000 Nama were killed (roughly 80% of the Herero population) 

from 1904–1908. German colonial forces led by General Lothar von Trotha, brought in troops from Germany 

and local colonial forces, by 1905 there were about 14,000 German soldiers in the colony. The Germans had a 

use of menacing weapons (like, Bolt Action rifles and  Machine Guns) and viscous genocidal tactics of artillery 

that had field cannons and howitzers used against Herero encampments, water poisoning in wells to cut off 

escape routes of Herero, and Herero were driven to starvation and dehydration into the Omaheke Desert with 

the intent of letting them die. Any survivors left were taken to labor and extermination camps like Shark Island 

with extreme conditions  of starvation, forced labor, widespread abuse, and medical experiments. The Herero 

led by Chief Samuel Maharero, and the Nama led by Hendrik Witbooi and later by Jakob Morenga, mounted 

with guerrilla resistance; with the weaponry of hunting rifles, limited ammunation, and spears. It was a lost 

war from the beginning, outnumbered and outgunned they were crushed by the German forces. The UN was 

not in existence during that time as it was founded in 1945. Historians and even UN experts now describe 

these atrocities as “the first genocide of the 20th century”. Until recently, Germany avoided the term; only in 

2021 did it officially acknowledge that “German troops committed a genocide”. Berlin has offered 

development aid (about €1.1 billion) but has not paid direct reparations, so many victims’ families continue to 

press for full recognition and compensation. 

4.2. The Armenian Genocide (1915–1923, Ottoman Empire) 

During World War I and its aftermath, Ottoman authorities carried out systematic deportations and massacres 

of ethnic Armenians. Estimates of Armenian civilian deaths range from 600,000 to 1.2 million. The Ottomans 

had paramilitary groups and regular Ottoman army units carrying out the atrocities. This was directed by the 

committee of  Union and Progress (CUP).. Victims were often marched into the Syrian desert, shot, starved, or 

died of disease and exhaustion. Their tactics consisted of mass arrests of Armenian intellectuals and and 

leaders on April 24, 1915( now commemorated as Armenian Genocide Remembarance Day), deportation 

convoys that were marched forces over long distances often with no food or water, village massacres, rape, 

mass drownings, and burnings, use of Kurdish and Circassian militias to assist in killings, and concentration 

camps in what is now Syria. Armenians had little access to weapons or coordinated defense, but in some 

regions local Armenian groups organized limited resistance but were eventually overwhelmed. In 1985, the UN 

Sub-commission on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities declared the Armenian Genocide 

a historical genocide. For example, the Holocaust Museum notes it “is sometimes referred to as the first 

genocide of the 20th century”. Many countries and scholars formally recognize it as genocide, though modern 

Turkey disputes that characterization and denies intent to exterminate. 

4.3. The Holocaust (1941–1945, Nazi Germany and Axis) 



The Holocaust was the industrial-scale genocide perpetrated by Nazi Germany and its collaborators (Heinrich 

Himmler, Adolf Eichmann, Joseph Goebbels, Reinhard Heydrich). Their methods of execution included; Mass 

shootings, Mobile Gas Vans, extermination camps using gas chambers, forced labor camps, medical 

experiments, starvation, torture, and deportation by rail in inhumane cattle cars across occupied Europe. The 

Nazi genocide was administratively managed, with technology and bureaucracy, like IBM punch cards and 

census systems used to track jewish populations and the use of Zyklon B gas in extermination camps. 

Approximately 6 million Jews were murdered, along with millions of others (Roma, disabled people, Poles, 

Soviet civilians, etc.). This atrocity inspired the term “genocide” and led directly to the Genocide Convention. 

As the ICC’s president observed, “fifty years before” Rwanda, “six million innocent human beings were killed in 

a genocide in East and Central Europe, because they were Jews”. The Holocaust is universally accepted as 

genocide and is the benchmark for “never again” , it underpins many international legal norms on genocide 

and human rights.  

4.4. The Cambodian Genocide (1975–1979, Khmer Rouge regime) 

The Khmer Rouge seized Cambodia in 1975 and tried to eliminate all social classes. Their policies forced labor, 

mass executions, starvation, plastic bags as a source  of suffocation, the use of very blunt weapons like 

hammers and axes, mass graves known as the ‘killing fields’ in prison sites, and executions carried out by 

Khmer Rouge soldiers with teenage recruits that indoctrinated into violence; which killed an estimated 1.7 

million people (about 20% of the population) from 1975–1979. They used controlling tactics such as the 

abolition of money, religion, education, family structure, forced evacuation of cities, agricultural 

collectivization, and rejection of modern medicine (anyone wearing glasses or speaking a foreign language was 

suspected). Many victims were targeted as “enemies” (intellectuals, city-dwellers, ethnic minorities). Decades 

later, a UN-backed tribunal (the ECCC) convicted senior Khmer Rouge leaders. The Reuters news agency noted 

that two former leaders “face charges of crimes against humanity and genocide”. In 2018–2022, co-

defendants like Nuon Chea and Khieu Samphan were found guilty of genocide and crimes against humanity for 

the deaths of nearly two million. 

4.5. The Guatemalan Civil War and Indigenous Genocide (1981–1983) 

During Guatemala’s long civil war (1960–1996), the 1978–83 period was especially brutal. The military 

government carried out a “scorched earth” campaign against rural Mayan communities. Their assassinlike 

movements consisted of; burning villages,destroying crops, killing livestock to force starvation, rape, torture, 

extrajudicial instruments of terror, massacres of unarmedcivilians, use of death army squads, helicopters, and 

heavy artilery in rural areas. A UN truth commission later reported that the army systematically targeted 

Indigenous people in effect, genocide against Maya groups. In 2013, former dictator Efraín Ríos Montt was 

tried by Guatemala’s courts. Judge Yassmin Barrios concluded that he “was fully aware of plans to exterminate 

the indigenous Ixil population”. Ríos Montt received a 50-year sentence for genocide (though the verdict was 

later annulled on legal grounds). Human Rights Watch hailed this as the first conviction of genocide for a head 

of state in any national court. (Ríos Montt’s trial was based on 1982–83 massacres of at least 1,771 Ixil Maya. 

Survivors gave harrowing testimony of murders and rape by army units.) 

4.6. The Bosnian Genocide (1992–1995, Srebrenica Massacre) 

During the Yugoslav Wars, Bosnian Serb forces expelled and killed Bosniak (Bosnian Muslim) civilians. The 

worst atrocity was the July 1995 Srebrenica massacre: about 8,000 Bosniak men and boys were executed. 

Their assassinative manoeuvres has mass shootings in forests, warehouses, and fields. They also used heavy 

weapons, tanks, and military transport trucks to capture and deport victims, there was a systematic separation 

of men and boys from women and children followed by execution, and victims were often blindfolded,bound, 

and buried in mass graves, which were later dug up and re-buried in secondary graves to hide the 

evidence.  This event has been recognized by international courts as genocide. The ICJ “formally recognized 

the Srebrenica massacre as a genocide”, and the ICTY convicted political and military leaders (Radovan 

Karadžić, Ratko Mladić, etc.) for it. (Elsewhere in Bosnia, killings and ethnic cleansing occurred, but genocide 

was only legally proven for Srebrenica in these tribunals.) The Bosnian genocide precedent clarified how intent 

to destroy a part of a group (e.g. one town) constitutes genocide, even if killings are localized. 



 

 4.9. The Yazidi Genocide by ISIS (2014–present, Iraq and Syria) 

 

In August 2014, the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS) launched a coordinated genocidal campaign against 

the Yazidi community in the Sinjar region of northern Iraq. The Yazidis, an ethnoreligious minority with distinct 

beliefs, were targeted based on religious identity. ISIS declared them "devil worshippers" and sought to 

eliminate their existence through mass executions, sexual slavery, forced conversions, and child recruitment. 

 

Thousands of Yazidi men were executed, often in mass graves, while over 7,000 Yazidi women and girls were 

abducted and subjected to systematic sexual violence, slavery, and trafficking. Boys were forcibly removed 

from their families, indoctrinated, and trained as child soldiers. ISIS used a range of weapons in the campaign, 

including assault rifles (AK47s), hand grenades, mortars, pickup trucks mounted with heavy machine guns 

(technicals), and improvised explosive devices (IEDs). Survivors also reported being threatened or tortured 

with knives, blunt weapons, and fire. 

 

The atrocities were openly documented and celebrated in ISIS propaganda. The group published slave price 

lists, videos of killings, and theological justifications for sexual enslavement. Their actions amounted to a 

deliberate attempt to destroy the Yazidi people, both physically and culturally. 

 

Despite early warnings and visible signs of an impending massacre, the international response was slow. 

Kurdish Peshmerga forces initially withdrew from the region, leaving the Yazidis vulnerable. The United 

Nations acknowledged the acts as genocide in 2016, and the United States, Germany, Canada, and other states 

followed suit. The UN Security Council held sessions but failed to take direct military or legal action at the time. 

 

In 2018, UN teams began collecting evidence for war crimes and crimes against humanity. In 2021, a court in 

Germany issued the first genocide conviction against a former ISIS member under universal jurisdiction, a rare 

example of national prosecution for international crimes. However, thousands of Yazidis remain missing, and 

efforts at repatriation, rehabilitation, and justice remain limited and underfunded. 

 

The genocide against the Yazidis remains one of the most welldocumented but inadequately addressed 

atrocities of the 21st century, raising critical questions about prevention, protection, and accountability 

mechanisms in international law. 

 

 4.10. The Rohingya Genocide (2016–present, Myanmar) 

 

The Rohingya, a Muslim ethnic minority group primarily residing in Myanmar’s Rakhine State, have faced 

decades of systemic discrimination, statelessness, and violence. Tensions escalated sharply in August 2017, 

when the Myanmar military, known as the Tatmadaw, launched a largescale military operation in response to 

attacks by the Arakan Rohingya Salvation Army (ARSA). The campaign rapidly turned into a brutal and 

coordinated assault against the Rohingya civilian population. 

 

Military forces, supported by local militias, engaged in mass killings, rape, arson, and the destruction of entire 

villages. Over 750,000 Rohingya fled to Bangladesh, adding to the hundreds of thousands already displaced 



from earlier waves of violence. Satellite imagery, survivor testimony, and UN investigations have confirmed 

that the attacks were widespread, systematic, and targeted at civilians. 

 

The UN Human Rights Council described the events as having "genocidal intent" and called for the prosecution 

of senior military officials. The UN Independent International FactFinding Mission on Myanmar found “clear 

patterns of conduct” indicating genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes. Despite these findings, 

Myanmar’s civilian leadership, including then–State Counsellor Aung San Suu Kyi, denied allegations of 

genocide, defending the military’s actions on international platforms. 

 

In 2019, The Gambia filed a case at the International Court of Justice (ICJ), accusing Myanmar of violating the 

Genocide Convention. The court ruled in 2020 that Myanmar must take provisional measures to protect the 

Rohingya, though enforcement remains weak. The International Criminal Court (ICC) has also opened a 

separate investigation into crimes committed against the Rohingya, focusing on deportation and persecution 

that occurred across the MyanmarBangladesh border. 

 

The international community, including the United Nations, ASEAN, and Western states, has been criticized for 

a slow and fragmented response. While some imposed sanctions and delivered humanitarian aid, no collective 

military or diplomatic intervention was undertaken to halt the violence. As of 2025, the majority of Rohingya 

remain in overcrowded refugee camps in Cox’s Bazar, Bangladesh, with limited rights, no path to return, and 

ongoing risk of further marginalization. 

 

The case underscores the global failure to prevent or stop atrocities despite clear warning signs and extensive 

documentation. It also raises serious concerns about the limits of international justice mechanisms and the 

politicization of human rights at the global level. 

 

 4.11. The Uyghur Crisis and Allegations of Cultural Genocide (China, ongoing) 

 

The Uyghurs are a Turkicspeaking Muslim minority concentrated in the Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region in 

northwest China. Over the past decade, growing international concern has emerged over the Chinese 

government’s mass surveillance, detention, and cultural assimilation policies targeting Uyghurs and other 

Muslim minorities. 

 

Since 2017, credible reports and satellite imagery have revealed the construction of an extensive network of 

what Chinese authorities call “vocational education and training centers.” Independent investigations and 

leaked Chinese government documents indicate that more than one million Uyghurs have been detained in 

these facilities, where they are reportedly subjected to political indoctrination, forced labor, religious 

suppression, and, in some cases, physical and psychological abuse. 

 

The Chinese government denies the existence of internment camps, claiming instead that the facilities are part 

of a counterterrorism and povertyalleviation program aimed at deradicalization. However, testimonies from 

former detainees and classified state documents have detailed conditions that include forced renunciation of 

Islam, forced consumption of pork or alcohol, separation of children from families, and Mandarinonly 

education, along with surveillance systems using facial recognition and AI. 

 



In 2021, the United States declared that China’s actions against the Uyghurs constitute genocide, a position 

echoed by parliaments in Canada, the Netherlands, the UK, Belgium, and France, although legal bodies like the 

United Nations have stopped short of using the term officially. The Office of the UN High Commissioner for 

Human Rights (OHCHR) released a long-awaited report in 2022 stating that the abuses "may constitute crimes 

against humanity." 

 

To date, no international court has formally ruled on whether China’s actions constitute genocide as defined 

under the Genocide Convention. The International Criminal Court (ICC) has not opened a case, largely due to 

China’s nonmembership in the Rome Statute, limiting jurisdiction. Economic and political considerations have 

also hindered a unified international response. Several countries and corporations have faced pressure over 

complicity in forced labor supply chains linked to Xinjiang. 

 

This case has raised complex questions about the definition and thresholds of genocide, particularly regarding 

cultural destruction without overt mass killings. It also underscores the geopolitical limits of international law 

when applied to powerful states, and the challenges of accountability when access to the region is heavily 

restricted. 

 

 4.12. The Tigray Conflict (Ethiopia, 2020–present) 

 

The Tigray conflict began in November 2020 when tensions between the Ethiopian federal government and 

the Tigray People's Liberation Front (TPLF) erupted into open warfare. The Ethiopian government, led by Prime 

Minister Abiy Ahmed, launched a military offensive in the northern Tigray region following an alleged TPLF 

attack on a federal military base. 

 

The conflict quickly escalated, drawing in Eritrean troops, Ethiopian regional militias, and other armed groups. 

What began as a political power struggle evolved into a brutal war marked by mass atrocities against civilians, 

including massacres, widespread sexual violence, deliberate starvation, and the targeting of ethnic Tigrayans. 

Satellite imagery and witness reports have confirmed the destruction of villages, healthcare facilities, and 

religious institutions. 

 

Human rights organizations, including Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch, have documented 

instances of war crimes and crimes against humanity committed by multiple parties. Rape has been used 

systematically, and hundreds of women have come forward with testimonies of sexual slavery and gang rape. 

Access to humanitarian aid was repeatedly blocked, contributing to faminelike conditions and severe 

malnutrition affecting hundreds of thousands. 

 

The international response was limited in the early stages, hampered by restricted access to the conflict zone 

and geopolitical sensitivities. The United Nations, African Union, and several Western states called for 

ceasefires and negotiated settlements, but little concrete pressure was applied initially. The U.S. government 

and EU imposed sanctions on select Ethiopian and Eritrean officials involved in the violence, and the UN 

Human Rights Council launched an investigative mechanism in 2021. 

 



A peace deal brokered by the African Union in November 2022 led to a cessation of hostilities and allowed 

limited aid access, but the humanitarian crisis remains dire. The full scale of the atrocities and casualties is still 

unknown due to limited independent verification. 

 

The Tigray conflict has highlighted major gaps in early warning systems, regional diplomacy, and the 

enforcement of international humanitarian law, particularly in conflicts involving multiple state and nonstate 

actors within sovereign borders. 

 

 4.13. The Israel–Palestine Conflict 

 

Focus: Allegations of Genocidal Conduct and International Legal Debate 

 

The Israel–Palestine conflict, long defined by cycles of violence and deeprooted political tension, has escalated 

into renewed global scrutiny following intense military operations in Gaza and the West Bank, especially in 

2023–2024. Allegations have surfaced accusing both state and nonstate actors of violations of international 

humanitarian law, with some parties characterizing Israeli actions as genocidal in nature, particularly in 

relation to civilian casualties, infrastructure destruction, and prolonged displacement. 

 

 Civilian Fatalities, Bombardment, and Displacement 

 

The Gaza Strip has witnessed repeated aerial and ground bombardments by Israeli forces in response to 

attacks by Hamas and other armed groups. These operations have resulted in thousands of civilian deaths, 

widespread infrastructure collapse, and the mass displacement of Palestinian populations. Hospitals, schools, 

refugee camps, and UN facilities have been hit in the fighting. Israel asserts that Hamas operates within civilian 

areas, using human shields and underground tunnel networks, which complicates military targeting. 

 

In contrast, Palestinian armed factions have launched indiscriminate rocket attacks on Israeli population 

centers, causing civilian deaths, psychological trauma, and damage to infrastructure. While the scale of 

destruction is markedly different, these attacks have also drawn international criticism as violations of the laws 

of war. 

 

 Legal Classification Debate and Allegations of Genocide 

 

The classification of the conflict under international law remains contested. Some states and legal scholars 

argue that Israeli actions—such as siege tactics, forced displacement, dedevelopment, and rhetoric by 

officials—meet criteria for genocidal intent under Article II of the Genocide Convention, which includes acts 

intended to destroy a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group in whole or in part. Others argue that the 

situation, while severe, falls under the category of disproportionate military response or prolonged 

occupation, not genocide. 

 

The International Court of Justice (ICJ) is currently hearing a case filed by South Africa alleging that Israel has 

breached the Genocide Convention through its conduct in Gaza. Israel has denied the allegations, claiming its 

operations are in lawful selfdefense against terrorism. 



 

 International Inquiries 

 

The International Criminal Court (ICC) has opened an ongoing investigation into potential war crimes and 

crimes against humanity committed by both Israeli and Palestinian actors since 2014. Meanwhile, United 

Nations bodies, including the Human Rights Council, have issued resolutions and launched inquiries into 

alleged violations of international law. However, political divisions have limited the enforcement of these 

mechanisms, with vetoes in the UN Security Council and accusations of bias on both sides. 

 

 Asymmetry of Force: Weapons and Tactics 

 

A notable feature of the conflict is the asymmetry in military capacity. Israel possesses advanced defense 

systems, including Iron Dome missile interceptors, precisionguided bombs, and surveillance technology. 

Conversely, Palestinian groups often rely on unguided rockets, tunnel warfare, and guerrilla tactics. This 

imbalance contributes to the stark disparity in casualties and destruction, but also fuels international debate 

over the proportionality and necessity of Israeli operations. 

 

 Humanitarian Access and Information Warfare 

 

Access to humanitarian aid in Gaza has been severely restricted, with agencies such as the UNRWA and 

International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) struggling to provide essential food, water, fuel, and medical 

supplies. Accusations have been made that both sides have weaponized humanitarian aid—either by blocking 

or manipulating its flow for strategic advantage. 

 

The conflict also unfolds in an intense information war, where both sides engage in propaganda, social media 

campaigns, and media censorship to control the narrative. Disinformation, doctored footage, and emotionally 

charged rhetoric further complicate efforts to assess truth and assign accountability. 

 

 Ethical and Legal Complexities 

 

Labeling a conflict as genocide has profound legal and political implications. The threshold of genocidal 

intent—central to the legal definition—requires proving a deliberate intent to destroy a group, which is 

difficult to establish amid a protracted and complex armed conflict. The use of this term remains controversial 

and deeply divisive, with scholars, states, and human rights organizations sharply divided over whether the 

term applies to the ongoing violence in Israel–Palestine. 

 

 

 5. Instruments, Tactics, and Strategies of Genocide 

 

 

 

 5.1. Conventional Military Weaponry and Urban Warfare 



 

Genocidal regimes have consistently used conventional military force as a primary method of eliminating 

targeted populations. This includes the use of firearms, bombs, airstrikes, tanks, and other battlefield weapons 

to conduct massacres and lay waste to cities and villages. 

 

 Urban Warfare: Genocide increasingly occurs within densely populated urban areas where civilians are 

effectively trapped. Urban centers are subjected to siege warfare, indiscriminate shelling, and scorchedearth 

policies. Civilian infrastructure, such as hospitals, schools, and water supplies, is deliberately targeted to 

render areas uninhabitable. 

 Examples: 

 

   In the Siege of Sarajevo (1992–1996), Bosnian Serb forces conducted prolonged shelling of the city, targeting 

civilians to terrorize and ethnically cleanse Bosniak populations. 

   In Darfur, governmentbacked militias used military aircraft to bomb villages before ground assaults. 

 Legal Framework: While military operations in conflict zones may be permitted under the Geneva 

Conventions, the intent to destroy a group, particularly when attacks target civilians indiscriminately or 

disproportionately, meets the threshold for genocide. 

 

 

 5.2. Use of Sexual Violence, Rape Camps, and Gender Targeting 

 

Sexual violence is one of the most psychologically and physically devastating weapons used in genocide. When 

systematically carried out, rape becomes a tool of ethnic destruction and population control. 

 

 Tactics: 

 

   Establishment of rape camps where women and girls are held for extended periods and subjected to 

repeated assaults. 

   Use of sexual violence to sterilize or impregnate women as a method of cultural erasure and forced 

assimilation.  

   Targeted sexual mutilation to ensure individuals cannot reproduce. 

 Gender Targeting: Men and boys may be executed en masse to destroy the community’s future defenders, 

while women are targeted for sexual violence to dismantle communal cohesion and lineage. 

 Examples: 

 

   During the Rwandan Genocide (1994), an estimated 250,000–500,000 women were raped, with the intent to 

cause longterm trauma and eliminate the Tutsi population. 

   The Bosnian conflict (1992–1995) saw widespread rape of Muslim women by Serb forces, with international 

courts recognizing this as a method of genocide. 

 Legal Standing: The ICTY and ICTR were the first courts to declare that rape constitutes genocide when 

committed with genocidal intent, setting critical legal precedents. 



 

 

 5.3. Forced Starvation, Blockades, and Resource Denial 

 

Depriving populations of food, water, and medical aid is a silent but devastating method of extermination. 

Through blockades, scorched earth tactics, and the denial of humanitarian access, genocidal regimes eliminate 

populations without conventional combat.  

 

 Starvation as Weapon: Starving civilians is used both as collective punishment and as a means to drive 

population displacement or death. 

 Tactics: 

 

   Destruction of agricultural infrastructure (e.g., burning fields, poisoning water sources). 

   Military blockades preventing aid delivery or escape routes. 

 Examples: 

 

   In South Sudan, deliberate destruction of crops and livestock combined with aid obstruction led to famine 

conditions affecting ethnic groups. 

   The Holodomor in Soviet Ukraine (1932–1933), though debated, involved grain requisitioning and blockades 

that starved millions of Ukrainians. 

 Legal Positioning: Intentional starvation of civilians can be prosecuted under Additional Protocol I to the 

Geneva Conventions, and when tied to ethnic targeting, it constitutes genocide. 

 

 

 5.4. Psychological Warfare and Indoctrination 

 

Psychological warfare is often overlooked but is central to the perpetration of genocide. The psychological 

degradation of a target group fosters conditions of despair, helplessness, and submission. 

 

 Methods: 

 

   Forced disappearances, public executions, and arbitrary detentions to spread fear. 

   Use of reeducation camps, humiliation rituals, and forced confessions to erase identity. 

   Deliberate desecration of cultural symbols, places of worship, and traditional artifacts. 

 Indoctrination: From an early age, populations can be indoctrinated to view another group as subhuman or 

threatening, paving the way for future atrocities. 

 Examples: 

 

   Nazi Germany: Indoctrination of youth through Hitler Youth programs and propaganda. 



   Xinjiang, China: Uyghurs are subjected to reeducation camps where forced assimilation and psychological 

control aim to suppress identity and belief systems. 

 Impact: Psychological trauma from such strategies often outlasts the conflict itself, contributing to longterm 

group breakdown and intergenerational suffering. 

 

 

 5.5. Propaganda, State Media, and Hate Speech 

 

Hate propaganda is a foundational component of genocide. It transforms public opinion, mobilizes 

participation, and desensitizes populations to extreme violence. 

 

 Mechanisms: 

 

   Statecontrolled media disseminate narratives that dehumanize targeted groups. 

   Educational systems teach false histories and stereotypes. 

   Religious or political leaders incite hatred through coded or direct calls to violence. 

 Legal Example: 

 

   Ferdinand Nahimana, director of RTLM radio in Rwanda, was convicted by the ICTR for incitement to 

genocide through media. 

 Examples: 

 

   Nazi Germany’s use of Der Stürmer and state radio to spread antiSemitic propaganda. 

   Rwandan radio stations labeling Tutsis as “cockroaches,” instructing civilians to kill neighbors. 

 Modern Risks: In the digital age, social media platforms have become tools for viral disinformation and hate 

speech campaigns (e.g., against the Rohingya in Myanmar), often with little regulation or accountability. 

 Legal Note: Incitement to genocide is punishable even if no acts follow, per Article III(c) of the Genocide 

Convention. 

 

 

 5.6. Technological Warfare: Drones, Cyber Ops, Surveillance, and AI 

 

Technology is now a doubleedged sword in the realm of genocide. While it allows for documentation and 

monitoring, it also enables unprecedented precision and scale in persecution. 

 

 Drones and Surveillance: Drones are used not only for airstrikes but also for mapping population movements 

and monitoring resistance. 

 Cyber Operations: Hackers can disrupt communication among targeted groups, leak personal information, or 

spread misinformation about victims. 



 AI and Big Data: Facial recognition technology and largescale biometric databases can be used to identify and 

track ethnic, racial, or religious minorities. 

 Examples: 

 

   China’s surveillance of Uyghurs in Xinjiang using AI facial recognition, biometric tracking, and predictive 

policing. 

   Use of spyware and digital surveillance in Tigray, Ethiopia, to identify political dissidents and ethnic 

Tigrayans. 

 Legal Dilemma: International law is not yet fully adapted to regulate AI and cyber technologies in the context 

of genocide, leaving a dangerous gap in accountability. 

 

 

 5.7. The Role of NonState Actors, Militias, and Paramilitaries 

 

States often outsource genocide to unofficial groups to maintain plausible deniability. Militias and paramilitary 

groups can act with greater brutality than official forces, often without international oversight. 

 

 Characteristics: 

 

   Operate in gray zones of legality. 

   Funded, armed, or politically protected by governments.  

   Frequently engage in looting, mass rape, village burnings, and ethnic cleansing. 

 Examples: 

 

   Janjaweed militias in Darfur, acting with Sudanese government support. 

   Interahamwe militia in Rwanda, instrumental in carrying out massacres. 

   RSF (Rapid Support Forces) in Sudan today, evolving from the Janjaweed, involved in recent mass atrocities. 

 Legal Responsibility: The command responsibility doctrine in international law can hold state leaders 

accountable for crimes committed by such groups if coordination or failure to prevent is proven. 

 6. Global Prevention Architecture 

 

Genocide prevention is one of the most complex responsibilities of the international community. While the 

20th century witnessed some of the most egregious genocides in modern history, including the Holocaust, 

Cambodia, Rwanda, and Bosnia, the postCold War era saw the rise of a new international consensus: that the 

prevention of mass atrocity crimes is a global duty, not merely a national one. 

 

This section evaluates the architecture of genocide prevention — the laws, mechanisms, institutions, and 

actors that collectively form the international community’s frontline defense against genocide. These 

mechanisms range from global frameworks like the United Nations and Responsibility to Protect (R2P), to 

regional organizations, civil society networks, and cuttingedge technological tools. 



 

 

 6.1. UN Office on Genocide Prevention and the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) 

 

 The Office's Role: 

 

The UN Office on Genocide Prevention and the Responsibility to Protect, established in 2004, serves as the 

primary UN body tasked with identifying risk factors, advising states, coordinating with civil society, and 

building resilience through policy and early warning. It plays a vital advisory and preventive role rather than a 

directly operational one. 

 

 The Mandate: 

 

 Risk Assessment: Monitoring global hot spots and issuing risk alerts. 

 Policy Guidance: Helping countries build capacity to prevent mass atrocities. 

 Public Advocacy: Promoting global awareness of genocide and its early signs. 

 

 Responsibility to Protect (R2P) Doctrine: 

 

Endorsed by the 2005 World Summit Outcome Document, R2P is not legally binding but represents a political 

commitment by all UN member states. 

 

 Pillar I – National Responsibility: 

 

States must prevent genocide and crimes against humanity on their own territory. 

 

 Pillar II – International Assistance: 

 

Other states and the UN have a duty to assist in capacitybuilding and institutional development. 

 

 Pillar III – Collective Action: 

 

If a state manifestly fails to protect its population, the international community must intervene through 

peaceful means, and, if necessary, collective action under Chapter VII of the UN Charter. 

 

 Criticism & Limitations: 

 



 R2P is often accused of being applied selectively, with inaction in places like Syria, Myanmar, or Tigray, while 

being more readily invoked where geopolitical interests align (e.g., Libya 2011). 

 Enforcement is hampered by veto powers in the Security Council, especially when major powers have 

strategic or economic ties to the perpetrator state. 

 

 

 6.2. Early Warning Systems: UN Framework and NGO Contributions 

 

Prevention is only possible with timely, credible, and actionable early warning mechanisms. 

 

 UN Framework of Analysis for Atrocity Crimes: 

 

This framework provides a set of indicators — institutional, social, political, and economic — that help identify 

the potential for genocide. 

 

 Key Risk Indicators include: 

 

   Serious human rights violations 

   Weak rule of law or collapse of state institutions 

   Exclusionary ideologies or supremacist narratives 

   Past history of mass violence 

   Tensions between identity groups 

 

 NGO & Academic Contributions: 

 

Nonstate actors have often been first responders in atrocity prevention: 

 

 Genocide Watch uses a “Ten Stages of Genocide” model to issue global alerts. 

 The Sentinel Project uses predictive models and communitybased networks to intervene before violence 

escalates. 

 The Early Warning Project (U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum and Dartmouth College) publishes annual 

assessments of genocide risk. 

 

 Challenges: 

 

 Political inertia or resistance to label events as genocide can delay action (e.g., U.S. hesitation to name 

Rwanda or Darfur as genocide). 

 Authoritarian regimes often obstruct access to independent observers and suppress domestic whistleblowers. 



 

 

 6.3. Civil Society, Whistleblower Networks, and Local Journalism 

 

Civil society organizations (CSOs), activists, and local journalists often detect and expose genocide when official 

channels fail. 

 

 Civil Society:  

 

 CSOs document abuses, provide emergency aid, and lobby for intervention. 

 Transnational networks connect local witnesses with global advocacy campaigns. 

 Diaspora communities often play a vital role in raising international awareness (e.g., Armenian, Uyghur, and 

Rohingya diasporas). 

 

 Whistleblowers: 

 

 Individuals inside governments, armies, or private firms may expose genocidal operations. 

 Example: The “China Cables,” leaked by whistleblowers, revealed the extent of mass detention in Xinjiang. 

 

 Local Journalism: 

 

 In Myanmar, citizen journalists revealed satellite images and testimonies of Rohingya village burnings. 

 In Ethiopia, Tigrayan journalists documented massacres and ethnic targeting amid a communications 

blackout. 

 

 Suppression & Retaliation: 

 

 Activists are often criminalized, exiled, or killed. 

 Disinformation campaigns are launched to discredit civil society voices. 

 

 

 6.4. Peacekeeping Missions: Analysis of Failures (Rwanda, Bosnia) and Reform 

 

UN peacekeeping forces have historically been deployed to prevent violence — yet have often failed to act in 

the face of genocide. 

 

 Rwanda (1994): 

 



 UNAMIR, led by Gen. Roméo Dallaire, was drastically undermanned and underfunded. 

 The Security Council reduced troops during the genocide. 

 An estimated 800,000 people were killed in 100 days. 

 

 Bosnia (1995): 

 

 UNPROFOR declared Srebrenica a “safe area,” but failed to defend it. 

 Over 8,000 Bosniak men and boys were executed. 

 This remains the worst atrocity on European soil since WWII. 

 

 Structural Weaknesses: 

 

 Peacekeepers are often deployed under Chapter VI mandates, lacking authorization to use force. 

 Rules of engagement are usually overly restrictive. 

 

 Reforms: 

 

 Post2000 reforms advocate Chapter VII mandates, emphasizing civilian protection. 

 Training peacekeepers in atrocity prevention is now standard practice in UN missions. 

 The creation of Rapid Deployment Mechanisms and the “Kigali Principles” (2015) outline scenarios for robust, 

timely responses. 

 

 

 6.5. Regional Preventive Mechanisms: AU, EU, ASEAN, OAS 

 

Regional organizations are crucial for early detection, rapid response, and political pressure. 

 

 African Union (AU): 

 

 Legal mandate to intervene under Article 4(h) in cases of genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity. 

 Mixed record: While active in Darfur and Burundi, the AU struggled to respond decisively to Ethiopia’s Tigray 

conflict. 

 

 European Union (EU): 

 

 Operates civilmilitary missions in atrisk zones (e.g., Mali, Kosovo). 

 Deploys sanctions, aid suspensions, and diplomatic missions. 



 Has supported documentation efforts in Syria and Myanmar.  

 

 ASEAN: 

 

 Adheres to a strict nonintervention principle, making it largely ineffective in addressing mass atrocities. 

 Myanmar crisis exposed the ASEAN’s limits, as it failed to hold the military junta accountable. 

 

 Organization of American States (OAS): 

 

 Has taken a strong stance on Venezuela and Nicaragua, supporting independent investigations into 

statesponsored violence. 

 Uses the InterAmerican Court of Human Rights for legal recourse. 

 

 

 6.6. The Impact of Digital Evidence Collection (OSINT, Satellite Imagery, etc.) 

 

Digital tools have transformed genocide monitoring and documentation. 

 

 OSINT (OpenSource Intelligence): 

 

 Combines social media, usergenerated content, and satellite imagery to expose crimes in real time. 

 Bellingcat and Amnesty Decoders have helped verify attacks in Syria and Ukraine. 

 Videos from Tigray and Xinjiang were authenticated through geolocation, metadata, and linguistic analysis. 

 

 Satellite Surveillance: 

 

 Captures destruction of villages, displacement patterns, and evidence of mass graves. 

 The UNOSAT program provides satellitebased humanitarian mapping services to aid early response. 

 

 Advantages: 

 

 Realtime documentation. 

 Public pressure from visual evidence (e.g., social media virality of war crimes). 

 

 Limitations: 

 



 Verification challenges and AIgenerated deepfakes. 

 Legal admissibility in courts like the ICC requires chainofcustody verification. 

 

 

 6.7. Diplomatic Sanctions and Arms Embargoes as Preventive Tools 

 

Sanctions and embargoes are nonmilitary tools designed to raise the cost of committing atrocities. 

 

 Diplomatic Sanctions: 

 

 Freezing assets, issuing travel bans, and suspending diplomatic recognition. 

 Example: U.S. and EU sanctions against Sudanese and Syrian officials implicated in atrocities. 

 

 Arms Embargoes: 

 

 Restrict supply of weapons and military assistance to regimes engaged in mass atrocities. 

 Example: The UN arms embargo on Rwanda (1994) and South Sudan (2018). 

 

 Conditional Aid: 

 

 Tying development aid to human rights benchmarks can encourage better governance. 

 However, can hurt civilians if poorly targeted. 

 

 Effectiveness:  

 

 When coordinated and timely, sanctions can deter violence or isolate perpetrators. 

 Unilateral or delayed sanctions have limited effectiveness. 

 Without enforcement, embargoes are often violated through black markets and proxy actors. 

 

 

 Final Reflection: Rethinking Prevention in the 21st Century 

 

The international community has moved beyond the postWWII slogan of “Never Again” to a more complex 

and often disappointing reality of "Again and Again, Despite the Warning Signs." 

 

While the architecture of prevention has never been more interconnected or technologically advanced, it 

continues to suffer from: 



 

 Geopolitical gridlock (e.g., Security Council vetoes), 

 Unequal application of international norms, 

 Weak enforcement mechanisms. 

 

For genocide prevention to succeed, it must be built on political courage, legal innovation, community 

empowerment, and global solidarity. 

 

Certainly, Mark. Below is a deeply expanded, lawheavy, statisticrich, and datespecific version of Section 8 for 

your UNSCPDG study guide. This version is crafted to meet academic and committee expectations, with 

citations to international legal instruments, realworld precedents, and historical developments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7. Challenges in Legal Accountability and Enforcement 

7.1. Political Obstacles: Veto Power and Geopolitical Interests 

• Powerful states often block action. In the UN Security Council, any of the five veto wielding members 

can halt measures. In May 2014 Russia and China vetoed a draft resolution to refer Syria’s conflict to 

the ICC. This prevented any international prosecution for Syria’s war crimes. UN officials warned that 

such inaction – when “the Council had been unable to agree” on stopping violence, undermines the 

UN’s credibility. Similarly, political alliances can protect perpetrators: e.g. in 2018 Russia vetoed a 

resolution on atrocities in Eastern Ghouta, and China/Russia vetoed a resolution on Myanmar’s 

Rohingya. In short, geopolitical interests and veto power often block or delay genocide prevention 

and accountability. 

 

 

7.2. Inaction and the Illusion of Sovereignty 

• Many governments invoke sovereignty to avoid intervention. The old norm of non-interference has 

weakened, but not disappeared. The Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine (2005) was adopted to 

ensure the world “never again fails to halt” mass atrocities. It asserts that states cannot use 

sovereignty as a shield for genocide. However, in practice states still hesitate to send troops or 

intervene without UN mandate. Rwanda 1994 (no intervention) and Srebrenica 1995 serve as stark 

reminders. Even when R2P is endorsed, collective action often falls short due to politics. This “illusion 

of sovereignty” argument continues to hobble timely responses to genocide. 

 

 

7.3. Refugee Flows and the Burden on Neighboring States 

• Genocides and ethnic cleansings create large refugee crises. For instance, over 700,000 Rohingya fled 

Myanmar into Bangladesh in 2017–18. The Syrian civil war (with war crimes ongoing) displaced over 5 

million abroad. Neighbors often bear the humanitarian and security burden; building camps, 



providing aid, and sometimes absorbing public resistance. This strain can cause regional tensions (e.g. 

Guinea-Rwanda after 1994, Turkey’s large Syrian refugee population). While international law (like 

the Refugee Convention) protects fleeing civilians, the sheer numbers can overwhelm resources. Lack 

of burden-sharing and insufficient aid can leave refugees in limbo, indirectly weakening legal 

accountability (victims scattered, evidence hard to gather). 

 

 

7.4. Witness Protection and Survivor Testimonies in Trials 

• Prosecuting genocide relies on survivor witnesses, but protecting them is difficult. Victims may fear 

retribution or stigma if they testify. In many trials (Rwanda, former Yugoslavia), witness intimidation 

and trauma were major concerns. Courts have special measures; anonymity, relocation programs, 

psychological support, but these require resources. In weak states, even gathering evidence is 

dangerous. Loss of witnesses (through death or disappearance) can derail cases. Ensuring secure 

testimony remains a persistent obstacle: without brave survivors willing to speak, many crimes go 

unprosecuted. 

 

 

7.5. Problems in Definition: Cultural Genocide, Forced Assimilation 

• The Genocide Convention’s definition is narrow: it covers only physical or biological destruction of a 

group. It explicitly excludes “political groups” and does not include cultural destruction. This has led 

to debates over acts like forced assimilation or cultural cleansing. For example, destroying a group’s 

language or heritage (as some argue happened to Australian Aboriginals or Tibetan/Native 

Americans) isn’t technically “genocide” under the Convention. There is no international crime for 

“cultural genocide” per se. Some scholars and activists push to broaden the concept, but so far 

international law focuses on killing and bodily harm. This definitional gap can hinder legal 

accountability for crimes that target a people’s identity rather than its life. 

 

 

7.6. The Role of Denialism and Historical Revisionism 

• Denying genocide can be a major problem. Survivors’ demands for justice are undermined by official 

denial. Notable examples: Turkey’s long-standing denial of the Armenian genocide, or former Serbian 

officials denying Srebrenica was genocide. Denialism can even be a crime in some countries (many 

European states ban Holocaust denial). Denial hampers reconciliation and can foment new hatred. It 

also complicates enforcement: when a government denies atrocities, it will rarely cooperate with 

investigations. International tribunals explicitly address denial, for instance, the ICTY Prosecutor ruled 

that denying Srebrenica was part of a genocidal plan. Combating revisionism is thus seen as part of 

genocide accountability. 

 

 

7.7. Lack of Rapid Response Units and Bureaucratic Delays 

• There is no international “SWAT team” for stopping genocide. By the time UN peacekeepers or 

investigators arrive, atrocities may be over. Bureaucratic processes, forming UN missions, approving 

budgets, electing judges, are slow. For example, the UN didn’t establish a Rwanda mission until after 

the killings. Even existing peacekeepers often have restrictive mandates. Calls have been made for a 

standing international force or fast-reaction team, but politics and funding have stalled such efforts. 

These delays mean that, in practice, genocide prevention often fails and legal action only comes after 

the fact. 



 

 

7.8. Funding Gaps and Capacity Issues in ICC and Peacekeeping 

• Both international courts and UN peace operations suffer chronic underfunding. The ICC’s budget 

(~US$156 million for 2022) is small relative to its caseload. Human Rights Watch has noted a “wide 

gap between the court’s workload and its annual budget”. The ICC prosecutor even appealed for more 

contributions to handle new situations (Ukraine, Venezuela, etc.). Observers stress that giving the ICC 

adequate funds is the “strongest political message” states can send about fighting impunity. Likewise, 

UN peacekeeping often lacks troops or equipment to protect civilians, missions are only as strong as 

the commitments member states make. Budget shortfalls can force mission drawdowns even while 

violence continues. In sum, without proper funding and capacity, legal and enforcement mechanisms 

struggle to do their jobs. 

 

 8. Reforming the Legal Definition and Enforcement of Genocide 

 

More than 75 years after the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (1948) 

was adopted, genocide continues to occur, often with impunity. The Genocide Convention, while foundational, 

has shown severe limitations in scope, enforcement, and applicability in the 21st century. Genocide has 

evolved beyond mass killings — it now includes tools of forced displacement, digital surveillance, 

environmental destruction, and systemic cultural annihilation. This section provides a comprehensive and 

highly detailed overview of the most urgent legal and structural reforms required to update the international 

genocide prevention regime. 

 

 

 8.1. Debates Around Expanding the Definition (Cultural Genocide, Gendercide, Ecocide) 

 

 Current Definition (1948 Genocide Convention – Article II): 

 

> “Genocide means any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, 

ethnical, racial or religious group.” 

 

 Exclusion Controversies: 

 

 The Convention does not include political, social, gender, or cultural groups. 

 No explicit recognition of nonlethal genocidal practices, such as: 

 

   Erasure of language 

   Destruction of sacred sites 

   Forced sterilizations 

   Enforced assimilation 



 

 

 A. Cultural Genocide 

 

Coined by Raphaël Lemkin, cultural genocide was originally intended to be included in the 1948 Convention 

but was removed due to U.S., U.K., and Soviet objections. 

 

 Examples: 

 

 Canada’s Indian Residential Schools system (1876–1996): Over 150,000 Indigenous children were taken from 

families; Canada’s Truth and Reconciliation Commission (2015) declared it “cultural genocide.” 

 Xinjiang, China (2017–ongoing): Over 1 million Uyghur Muslims subjected to internment, religious 

suppression, and reeducation; over 8,500 mosques destroyed (source: ASPI, 2020). 

 

 Legal Developments: 

 

 UNDRIP (2007) — Article 8: Recognizes Indigenous peoples’ right not to be subjected to forced assimilation or 

destruction of their culture. 

 However, no binding treaty defines or criminalizes cultural genocide independently. 

 

 

 B. Gendercide 

 

Refers to the systematic killing or persecution of individuals based on gender identity. 

 

 Examples: 

 

 Bosnia (1995): Over 8,000 Bosniak Muslim men and boys were systematically executed in Srebrenica. 

 Rwanda (1994): 250,000–500,000 Tutsi women raped in 100 days, often followed by mutilation or forced HIV 

infection. 

 

 Legal Recognition: 

 

 ICTY Judgment (Prosecutor v. Krstić, 2001) recognized gendered targeting as genocidal. 

 The Rome Statute (Article 7(1)(g)) includes rape, enforced prostitution, and sterilization as crimes against 

humanity, but does not recognize gendercide as genocide. 

 

 

 C. Ecocide 



 

First proposed in 1970 by Swedish PM Olof Palme during the Vietnam War (Agent Orange use), ecocide is now 

reemerging as a fifth international crime. 

 

 Recent Cases: 

 

 Amazon Basin (2020–2023): Deforestation increased by over 60% under the Bolsonaro administration; 

Indigenous groups targeted through land theft, arson, and intimidation. 

 Myanmar (2018): Use of fire to raze over 392 Rohingya villages documented via satellite by Human Rights 

Watch. 

 

 Legal Developments: 

 

 2021 Stop Ecocide Draft Law proposes: 

 

> “Unlawful or wanton acts committed with knowledge that there is a substantial likelihood of severe and 

widespread or longterm damage to the environment.” 

 

 Supported by the ICC’s Office of the Prosecutor (2016) under its policy paper on environmental destruction in 

conflict. 

 

 

 8.2. Strengthening the Enforcement Powers of the International Criminal Court (ICC) 

 

 Background: 

 

 Established by the Rome Statute on 17 July 1998, entered into force 1 July 2002. 

 As of 2025, 124 states are parties; major nonsignatories include China, Russia, India, and the U.S.. 

 

 Current Limitations: 

 

 Jurisdictional gaps: ICC cannot try nationals of nonmember states unless referred by the UNSC. 

 Enforcement vacuum: ICC lacks a police force. Arrest warrants (e.g., for Sudan’s Omar alBashir in 2009) often 

go ignored. 

 Selectivity critique: 25 of the ICC’s 31 indictments have targeted African nationals. 

 

 Proposed Reforms: 

 



1. Amend Rome Statute (Article 12) to allow: 

 

    Jurisdiction over nonmember states if atrocity affects a member state. 

2. Establish enforcement mechanisms: 

 

    UNmandated ICC enforcement unit or partnership with Interpol. 

3. Strengthen Article 27 (irrelevance of official capacity): 

 

    Ensure heads of state cannot claim immunity (already attempted in Prosecutor v. AlBashir). 

 

 

 8.3. Empowering the ICJ with Binding Preventive Mechanisms 

 

 ICJ Genocide Jurisprudence: 

 

 Bosnia and Herzegovina v. Serbia and Montenegro (2007): Serbia found not guilty of committing genocide, but 

guilty of failing to prevent it. 

 The Gambia v. Myanmar (2020–present): Myanmar accused of violating the Genocide Convention in its 

military campaign against the Rohingya. 

 

 Current Limitations: 

 

 ICJ cannot initiate proceedings; must wait for state vs. state applications. 

 Provisional measures (Article 41) lack enforcement if the respondent state ignores them. 

 No authority to compel preventative measures before genocide occurs. 

 

 Reform Options: 

 

 Automatic case referral from the UN Special Adviser on Genocide Prevention when mass atrocity indicators 

emerge. 

 Amend Article 94 of the UN Charter to allow for UNSC enforcement of ICJ orders. 

 Introduce "preventive standing orders" that freeze military operations or media incitement when genocide 

indicators appear. 

 

 

 8.4. Creating a Permanent UN Genocide Tribunal 

 

 Historical Context: 



 

 ICTY (1993–2017): Prosecuted crimes in former Yugoslavia; 161 indictments. 

 ICTR (1994–2015): Prosecuted Rwandan genocide crimes; 93 individuals tried. 

 

 Issues with Ad Hoc Tribunals: 

 

 Expensive (\$2 billion combined cost). 

 Long delays in justice (some cases took over 15 years). 

 Inconsistent sentencing and jurisdiction. 

 

 Proposed Structure of a Permanent Tribunal: 

 

 Established via UNGA resolution under Article 22 of the UN Charter. 

 Jurisdiction: 

 

   Genocide, incitement, complicity, conspiracy 

   Cultural genocide and genderbased genocide (if legally recognized) 

 Authority to operate in parallel with the ICC or as a specialized chamber within it. 

 

 

 8.5. Ensuring Universal Jurisdiction: Closing Loopholes in Genocide Law 

 

 Legal Foundation: 

 

 UNGA Resolution 3074 (1973): States must apprehend and prosecute persons responsible for genocide, 

regardless of location. 

 Rome Statute Article 27: No immunity due to official capacity. 

 Principle of Universal Jurisdiction invoked under: 

 

   Belgian Law of 1993 (amended 2003) 

   German Code of Crimes Against International Law (VStGB) 

 

 Landmark Cases: 

 

 Belgium v. Ariel Sharon (2001): Attempted prosecution for Sabra & Shatila massacre. 

 Germany v. Anwar Raslan (2021–2022): Former Syrian officer convicted of crimes against humanity under 

universal jurisdiction. 



 

 Obstacles: 

 

 Lack of domestic genocide laws in many countries. 

 Political pressure prevents cases (e.g., U.S. interference in universal jurisdiction cases involving allies). 

 

 Reform Needs: 

 

 Require all states party to the Genocide Convention to incorporate national legislation under Article V. 

 Standardize extradition and mutual legal assistance under a UNled framework. 

 

 

 8.6. Proposals for an Updated Genocide Convention 2.0 

 

 Rationale: 

 

 The Genocide Convention was adopted on 9 December 1948 — a day before the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights. 

 While historic, it was drafted in a postHolocaust paradigm, neglecting: 

 

   Gender, political, and cultural destruction 

   Environmental harms 

   Nonstate actor responsibility (e.g., ISIS, Janjaweed) 

 

 Proposed Features: 

 

 Expanded Definitions: Inclusion of political, cultural, and gender groups 

 Criminalization of Ecocide 

 Accountability for NonState Actors 

 Integration of AIfacilitated and digital genocide 

 Binding obligations for: 

 

   Data sharing with UN prevention mechanisms 

   Immediate reporting of atrocity indicators 

 

 



 Draft Proposals: 

 

 In 2022, the Global Justice Center and other NGOs proposed a “New Genocide Convention” to the UN Special 

Rapporteur on Genocide. 

 An informal working group of 21 countries began consultations in early 2024 to explore treaty modernization. 

 

 

 8.7. Integrating Genocide Prevention into National Constitutions 

 

 Importance: 

 

 Embeds prevention at the domestic legal level, ensuring early responses and internal accountability. 

 

 Examples:  

 

 Germany’s Basic Law (1949): Prioritizes human dignity (Article 1) as inviolable, partly in response to the 

Holocaust. 

 South Africa’s Constitution (1996): Establishes a Human Rights Commission with enforcement power. 

 Bolivia (2009): Recognizes Indigenous rights and criminalizes racism and discrimination. 

 

 Key Proposals: 

 

 Require all states to establish: 

 

   National genocide prevention commissions 

   Mandatory education on mass atrocity history and human rights 

   Early warning protocols embedded in civil and military doctrine 

 

 

 Final Reflections 

 

A reformed international legal framework for genocide must be multidimensional, proactive, and inclusive. 

The goal is not only to punish the crime after the fact — but to prevent it from happening at all. 

 

 

 

 



 

 Summary of Needed Reforms: 

 

Area Key Reform                                                  

Definition Expand to include cultural genocide, ecocide, gendercide   

Enforcement Strengthen ICC & ICJ powers; universal jurisdiction  

Institutions Permanent Genocide Tribunal; Genocide Convention 2.0   

Domestic Law  Mandatory constitutional clauses and early response bodies  
 

Technology Legal recognition of AI and OSINT evidence    

 

 9. Questions to Consider  

 

 

•  What are the limitations of the current Genocide Convention, and how can it be improved? 

•  Should the definition of genocide be expanded to include cultural or environmental destruction? 

•  Can asymmetric warfare or apartheid structures amount to genocide under international law? 

•  How can the UN ensure that “Never Again” is not just rhetoric? 

•  Are nonstate actors and terrorist organizations adequately covered in genocide law? 

•  Should powerful states be stripped of veto power in humanitarian crises? 

•  Is it ethical to intervene militarily in sovereign states to prevent genocide? 

•  What mechanisms can ensure state accountability when the ICC is not recognized? 

•  How should modern digital propaganda and social media incitement be treated under genocide law? 

•  In the IsraelPalestine case, how can lawfully neutral assessments be made without political bias? 

 


