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vention and prevention.
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maps, and including personal testimonies from genocide survivors, Genocide: A
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Comprehensive Introduction will surely become the seminal text for students of
genocide. Written in an engaging and conversational style, the book not only explores
existing frameworks, but expands the boundaries of genocide studies with attention
to issues such as gender and the future of genocide. Perhaps best of all, Jones educates
and inspires the reader to become an active and responsible global citizen.

Nicholas A. Robins, Duke University, USA

This is the best introductory text available to students of genocide studies. Written in

clear, elegant prose and supported by a wealth of authoritative sources, Genocide:

A Comprebensive Introduction is likely to become the gold standard by which all
subsequent introductions to this enormously important subject will be measured.

Kenneth J. Campbell, Professor of Political Science,

University of Delaware, USA

This wide-ranging inquest into the dynamics of genocidal violence stands as a major
contribution to the dismal science of ‘massacrology.’” More than a collection of case
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personal sensitivity to the horrors that he describes, Adam Jones’s splendid book is a
milestone in the literature on mass crimes and genocide.
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University of Florida, USA

The subtitle says it all: unique in the literature, this book provides a thorough,
comprehensive introduction to the subject of genocide. Jones delivers a very readable,
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maps and illustrations complement many of the examples and case studies. The
historical coverage ranges from discussions of genocide in the Hebrew Bible to
contemporary abominations in Sudan’s Darfur region. Commendably, there are
thoughtful chapters on the significance of gender, memory and denial, and
postgenocide tribunals. The book concludes with strategies to anticipate future
genocides and intervene when necessary. Readers are encouraged as responsible
citizens to consider their reactions to genocide. Summing Up: Essential. All
readership levels.
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Preface

WHY STUDY GENOCIDE?
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“Why would you want to study tha?”

If you spend time seriously investigating genocide, or even if you only leave
this book lying in plain view, you will probably have to deal with this question.
Underlying it is a tone of distaste and skepticism, perhaps tinged with suspicion.
There may be a hint that you are guided by a morbid fixation on the worst of human
horrors. How will you respond? Why, indeed, study genocide?

First and foremost, if you are concerned about peace, human rights, and justice,
there is a sense that with genocide you are confronting the “Big One,” what Joseph
Conrad called the “heart of darkness.” That can be deeply intimidating and dis-
turbing. It can even make you feel trivial and powerless. But genocide is the gpposite
of trivial. Whatever energy and commitment you invest in understanding genocide
will be directed towards comprehending and confronting one of humanity’s greatest
scourges.

Second, to study genocide is to study our historical inheritance. It is unfortunately
the case that all stages of recorded human existence, and nearly all parts of the world,
have known genocide at one time or another, often repeatedly. Furthermore, genocide
may be as prevalent in the contemporary era as at any time in history. Inevitably,
there is something depressing about the prevalence and repetition of genocide in
world history: Will humanity ever change? But there is also interest and personal
enlightenment to be gained by delving into the historical record, for which genocide
serves as a point of entry. I well remember the period, a decade ago, that I devoted
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to voracious reading of the genocide studies literature, and exploring the diverse
themes this opened up to me. The accounts were grim — sometimes relentlessly so.
Yet they were also spellbinding, and they gave me a better grounding not only in world
history, but also in sociology, psychology, anthropology, and a handful of other
disciplines.

This points to a third reason to study genocide: it brings you into contact with
some of the most interesting and exciting debates in the social sciences and
humanities. To what extent should genocide be understood as reflecting epic social
transformations such as modernity, the rise of the state, and globalization? How has
warfare been transformed in recent times, and how are the wars of the present age
linked to genocide? How does gender shape genocidal experiences and genocidal
strategies? How is history “produced,” and what role do memories or denial of
genocide play in that production? These are only a few of the themes to be examined
in this book. I hope they will lead readers, as they have led me, towards an engagement
with debates that have a wider, though not necessarily deeper, significance.

In writing this book, I stand on the shoulders of giants: the scholars without whose
trail-blazing efforts my own work would be inconceivable. You may find their
approach and humanity inspiring, as I do. One of my principal concerns is to provide
an overview of the core genocide studies literature; thus each chapter and box-text
is accompanied by recommendations for further study.

Modern academic writing, particularly in the social sciences and humanities, is
often riddled with jargon and pomposity. It would be pleasant to report that genocide
studies is free of such baggage. It isnt; but it is less burdened by it than most other
fields. It seems this has to do with the experience of looking into the abyss, and finding
that the abyss looks back. One is forced to ponder one’s own human frailty and
vulnerability; one is even pressed to confront one’s own capacity for hating others,
for marginalizing them, for supporting their oppression and annihilation. These real-
izations aren't pretty, but they are arguably necessary. And they can lead to humility
—arare quality in academia. I once described to a friend why the Danish philosopher
Seren Kierkegaard (1813—55) moved me so deeply: “It’s like he’s grabbing you by
the arm and saying, ‘Look. We don’t have much time. There are important things
we need to talk about.”” You sense the same in the genocide-studies literature: that the
issues are too vital, and time too limited, to beat around the bush. George Orwell
famously described political speech — he could have been referring to some academic
writing — as “a mass of words [that] falls upon the facts like soft snow, blurring the
outlines and covering up all the details.”! By contrast, the majority of genocide
scholars inhabit the literary equivalent of the tropics. I hope to take up residence there
too.

Finally, some good news for the reader interested in understanding and con-
fronting genocide: your studies and actions may make a difference. To study genocide
is to study processes by which hundreds of millions of people met brutal ends. Yet there
are many, many people throughout history who have bravely resisted the blind rush
to hatred. They are the courageous and decent souls who gave refuge to hunted Jews
or desperate Tutsis. They are the religious believers of many faiths who struggled
against the tide of evil, and spread instead a message of love, tolerance, and common-
ality. They are the non-governmental organizations that warned against incipient
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genocides and carefully documented those they were unable to prevent. They are the
leaders and common soldiers — American, British, Soviet, Vietnamese, Indian,
Tanzanian, Rwandan, and others — who vanquished genocidal regimes in modern
times.? And yes, they are the scholars and intellectuals who have honed our under-
standing of genocide, while at the same time working outside the ivory tower to
alleviate it. You will meet some of these individuals in this book. I hope their stories
and actions will inspire you to believe that a future free of genocide and other crimes
against humanity is possible.

But . ..

Studying genocide, and trying to prevent it, is not to be entered into lightly:
as the French political scientist Jacques Sémelin asks, “Who is ever really prepared
for the shock of tales of cruelty in all their naked horror?”® The psychological and
emotional impact that genocide studies can have on the investigator has yet to be
systematically studied. How many genocide students, scholars, and activists suffer,
as do their counterparts in the human rights and social work fields?* How many
experience depression, insomnia, and nightmares as a result of having immersed
themselves in the most atrocious human conduct?

The trauma is especially intense for those who have actually witnessed genocide,
or its direct consequences. During the Turkish genocide against Armenians (Chapter
4), the US Ambassador to Constantinople, Henry Morgenthau, received a stream
of American missionaries who had managed to escape the killing zone. “For hours
they would sit in my office with tears streaming down their faces,” Morgenthau
recalled; many had been “broken in health” by what they had witnessed.” In 1948,
the Jewish jurist Raphael Lemkin, who learned when World War II ended that dozens
of his family members had perished in the Holocaust (Chapter 6), wrote: “Genocide
has taken the lives of my dear ones; the fight against genocide takes my health.”® My
friend Christian Scherrer, who works at the Hiroshima Peace Institute, arrived
in Rwanda in November 1994 as part of a United Nations investigation team,
only a few months after the slaughter of perhaps a million people had ended (see
Chapter 9). Rotting bodies were still strewn across the landscape. “For weeks,”
Scherrer writes,

following directions given by witnesses, I carefully made my way, step by step, over
farmland and grassland. Under my feet, often only half covered with earth, lay
the remains of hundreds, indeed thousands . . . Many of those who came from
outside shared the experience of hundreds of thousands of Rwandans of con-
tinuing, for months on end, or even longer, to grieve, to weep internally, and, night
after night, to be unable to sleep longer than an hour or two.

Scherrer described the experience as “one of the most painful processes I have ever
been through,” and the writing of his book, Genocide and Crisis, as “part of a personal
process of grieving.” “Investigation into genocide,” he added, “is something that
remains with one for life.””

I encourage you — especially if you are just beginning your exploration of genocide
— to be attentive to signs of personal stress. Talk about it with fellow students, col-
leagues, family, or friends. Dwell on the positive examples of bravery, rescue, and
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love for others that the study of genocide regularly provides (see, e.g., pp. 40212,
Box 10.3). If necessary, seek counseling through the resources available on your
campus or in your community.

It is also worth recalling that genocide scholars are far from alone as members
of a profession that must confront suffering and mortality. Indeed, we are often
privileged to maintain an arm’s-length distance from those realities, unlike many
other (often underappreciated and poorly recompensed) workers. The point was
made to me by Meaghen Gallagher, an undergraduate student in Edmonton, Canada,
who in October 2009 encountered the field of comparative genocide studies for the
first time. She wrote,

Really, you chose a very interesting field of study, in my opinion. It might be dark,
but it is something that people are so afraid to talk about, when it really needs to
be broughtinto light . . . I guess it is just like anything. Nurses, police, emergency
technicians, philanthropists, they all have to deal with some pretty tough things,
but someone has to do it, right?®

WHAT THIS BOOK TRIES TO DO, AND WHY

I see genocide as among history’s defining features, overlapping a range of central
historical processes: war, imperialism, state-building, and class struggle, from antig-
uity to the present. It is intimately linked to key institutions, in which state or broadly
political authorities are often but not always principal actors, such as forced labor,
military conscription, incarceration, and female infanticide.

I adopt a comparative approach that does not elevate particular genocides over
others, except to the extent that scale and intensity warrant special attention. I argue
that virtually all definable human groups — the ethnic, national, racial, and religious
ones that anchor the legal definition of genocide, and others besides — have been
victims of genocide, and are vulnerable in specific contexts today. Equally, most
human collectivities — even vulnerable and oppressed ones — have proven capable
of inflicting genocide. This can be painful for genocide scholars to acknowledge.
But it will be confronted head-on in this volume. Taboos and tender sensibilities
take a back seat to getting to grips with genocide — to reduce the chances that
mystification and wishful thinking will cloud recognition, and thereby blunt effective
opposition.

The first part of Genocide: A Comprehensive Introduction seeks to ground readers
in the basic historical and conceptual contexts of genocide. It explores the process by
which Raphael Lemkin first named and defined the phenomenon, then mobilized a
nascent United Nations to outlaw it. His story constitutes a vivid and inspiring portrait
of an individual who had a significant, largely unsung impact on modern history.
Examination of legal and scholarly definitions and debates may help readers to clarify
their own thinking, and situate themselves in the discussion.

The case study section of the book (Part 2) is divided between longer case studies
of genocide and capsule studies that complement the detailed treatments. I hope this
structure will catalyze discussion and comparative analysis.
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The first three chapters of Part 3 explore social-scientific contributions to the
study of genocide — from psychology, sociology, anthropology, and political science/
international relations. Let me indicate the scope and limitations of this analysis. I am
a political scientist by training. As well as devoting a chapter to perspectives from
this discipline, I incorporate its insights elsewhere in the text (notably in Chapter 2
on “State and Empire; War and Revolution,” and Chapter 16 on “Strategies of
Intervention and Prevention”). Likewise, Chapter 14 on “Memory, Forgetting, and
Denial” touches on a significant discussion among professional historians, while the
analysis of “Justice, Truth, and Redress” (Chapter 15), as well as parts of Chapter 1
on “The Origins of Genocide,” explore relevant developments and debates in
international law.

However, even if a synoptic examination of all these disciplines’ insights were
possible, given space limitations, I would be unable to provide it. The proliferation
of academic production, of schools and subschools, has effectively obliterated the
“Renaissance” man or woman, who once moved with facility among varied fields of
knowledge. Accordingly, throughout these chapters, my ambition is modest. I seek
only to introduce readers to some useful scholarly framings, together with insights
that I have found especially relevant and simulating.

This book at least engages with a field — genocide studies — that has been inter-
disciplinary from the start. The development of strict disciplinary boundaries is a
modern invention, reflecting the growing scale and bureaucratization of academia.
The barriers it establishes among disciplines are artificial. Political scientists draw on
insights from history, sociology, and psychology, and their own work finds readers
in those disciplines. Sociology and anthropology are closely related: the former
developed as a study of the societies of the industrial West, while in the latter,
Westerners studied “primitive” or preindustrial societies. Other linkages and points
of interpenetration could be cited. The point is that consideration of a given theme
under the rubric of a particular discipline may be arbitrary. To take just one example,
“ethnicity” can be approached from sociological, anthropological, psychological, and
political science perspectives. I discuss it principally in its sociological context, but
would not wish to see it fixed there.

Part 4, “The Future of Genocide,” seeks to familiarize readers with contemporary
debates over historical memory and genocide denial, as well as mechanisms of justice
and redress. The final chapter, “Strategies of Intervention and Prevention,” allows
readers to evaluate options for suppressing the scourge.

“How does one handle this subject?” wrote Terrence Des Pres in the Preface to
The Survivor, his study of life in the Nazi concentration camps. His answer: “One
doesn’t; not well, not finally. No degree of scope or care can equal the enormity of
such events or suffice for the sorrow they encompass. Not to betray it is as much as
I can hope for.” His words resonate. In my heart, I know this book is an audacious
enterprise, but I have tried to expand the limits of my empathy and, through wide
reading, my interdisciplinary understanding. I have also benefited from the insights
and corrections of other scholars and general readers, whose names appear in the
acknowledgments.

While I must depict particular genocides (and the contributions of entire academic
disciplines) in very broad strokes, I have tried throughout to find room for indi-
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viduals, whether as victims, perpetrators, or rescuers. I hope this serves to counter
some of the abstraction and depersonalization that is inevitable in a general survey.
A list of relevant internet sources, along with links, teaching resources, and an exten-
sive “Filmography of Genocide and Crimes against Humanity,” can be found on the
Web page for this book at http://www.genocidetext.net.!

NOTE TO THE SECOND EDITION

The core structure of Genocide: A Comprehensive Introduction remains unaltered from
the first edition, and many sections are reproduced virtually intact. However, data,
analysis, and references have all been updated, and content revised throughout. In the
introductory chapter, I have added discussions of the concept of “destruction,”
especially as it pertains to “cultural genocide” and the question of whether physical
killing defines genocide. I still lean toward the killing-focused definition advanced
in the first edition, but I want to do justice to this debate, particularly for readers
who find my framing too limiting. I have included a box text on the “other -cides”
of genocide, and another providing a lexicon of key modern genocides. I have added
discussions of multiple and overlapping identities in genocide, as well as dynamism
and contingency, and have reworked the section on genocidal intent.

Chapter 2, retitled “State and Empire; War and Revolution,” focuses more closely
on genocide and nation-state formation and expansion, a central theme in some
recent investigations (notably historian Mark Levene’s two-volume Genocide in the
Age of the Nation-State). The first case-study chapter, on “Genocides of Indigenous
Peoples” (Chapter 3), has had the Guatemala micro-study extracted, considerably
expanded, and redeployed as a supplementary case-study (Box 3a). The original
box text, on the Chinese despoliation of Tibet, has been incorporated in somewhat
condensed form into a revised Chapter 5, which has shifted from a study of “Stalin’s
Terror” to a wider consideration of the two great communist tyrants of the twentieth
century, Joseph Stalin and Mao Zedong (including Mao’s targeting of Tibetans). It
was at the urging of Israel Charny, former president of the International Association
of Genocide Scholars (IAGS), that I first considered this dual approach. I thank
Israel for the suggestion, and for the many lively discussions I have had with him
over the years.

Chapter 4 has been reconfigured as “The Ottoman Destruction of Christian
Minorities.” In its original form, it offered a straightforward study of the Armenian
genocide, with some peripheral comments on the destruction of Assyrian, Greek, and
Chaldean populations. Since that edition appeared, a successful campaign has been
mounted — in which I have played a role — to expand our framing of the genocide
of the 1910s and early 1920s to appreciate the diverse genocides (plural) inflicted upon
the Christian minorities of Anatolia. My chapter thus includes more material on the
Greek and Assyrian catastrophes, while still addressing in detail the Armenian geno-
cide, which together with the Holocaust was so central to the emergence of the field
of comparative genocide studies.

Elsewhere, the box-text (4a) on the Anfal Campaign against Iragi Kurds in 1988
has been replaced by a study of more recent genocidal events in Iraq, following the
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US-British invasion of 2003. The original Anfal treatment is still available on the
book’s website (www.genocidetext.net). I have also replaced two of the personal
“stories” in the case-study chapters (Chapters 4 and 7) with fresh voices. Chapter 13,
on gender, and Chapter 14, on “Memory, Forgetting, and Denial,” have been
significantly revised and expanded. Finally, in Chapter 16, I have included a long
box-text on cases that might be considered “success stories” of coexistence and
genocide prevention.

Other changes are more minor and incremental. The intention throughout has
been to provide a comprehensive updating, revision, and sometimes rethinking.
Readers’ comments and feedback on the first edition were most helpful in preparing
its successor. I especially thank the educators around the world who have adopted
Genocide: A Comprehensive Introduction as a core text for their undergraduate and
graduate courses, and who shared with me their evaluations of how it works as a
teaching tool. I welcome comments, criticisms, and suggestions for future editions:
please write to me at adam@genocidetext.net.

1 George Orwell, “Politics and the English Language” (1946), in Inside the Whale and Other
Essays (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1974). Available on the Web at http://www.resort.
com/-~prime8/Orwell/patee.html.

2 The Second World War Allies against the Nazis and Japanese; Tanzanians against Idi
Amin’s Uganda; Vietnamese in Cambodia in 1979; Indians in Bangladesh in 1971; sol-
diers of the Rwandan Patriotic Front in 1994. See also Chapter 16.

3 Jacques Sémelin, Purify and Destroy: The Political Uses of Massacre and Genocide (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2007), p. 6.

4 Writing the first in-depth study of the Soviet “terror-famine” in Ukraine in 193233 (see
Chapter 5), Robert Conquest confronted only indirectly the “inhuman, unimaginable
misery” of the famine; but he still found the task “so distressing that [I] sometimes hardly
felt able to proceed.” Conquest, The Harvest of Sorrow: Sovier Collectivization and the
Terror-Famine (New York: Oxford University Press, 1986), p. 10. Donald Miller and
Lorna Touryan Miller, who interviewed a hundred survivors of the Armenian genocide,
wrote: “During this project our emotions have ranged from melancholy to anger, from
feeling guilty about our own privileged status to being overwhelmed by the continuing
suffering in our world.” They described experiencing “a permanent loss of innocence
about the human capacity for evil,” as well as “a recognition of the need to combat such
evil.” Miller and Miller, Survivors: An Oral History of the Armenian Genocide (Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press, 1999), p. 4. After an immersion in the archive of
S-21 (Tuol Sleng), the Khmer Rouge killing center in Cambodia, David Chandler found
that “the terror lurking inside it has pushed me around, blunted my skills, and eroded
my self-assurance. The experience at times has been akin to drowning.” Chandler, Voices
from S-21: Terror and History in Pol Pot’s Secret Prison (Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press, 1999), p. 145. Brandon Hamber notes that “many of the staff” working
with the Truth and Reconciliation Commission in South Africa have experienced
“nightmares, paranoia, emotional bluntness, physical problems (e.g. headaches, ulcers,
exhaustion, etc.), high levels of anxiety, irritability and aggression, relationship difficulties
and substance abuse related problems.” Hamber, “The Burdens of Truth,” in David E.
Lorey and William H. Beezley, eds, Genocide, Collective Violence, and Popular Memory:
The Politics of Remembrance in the Twentieth Century (Wilmington, DL: Scholarly
Resources, Inc., 2002), p. 96.
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The Origins of Genocide

This chapter analyzes the origins of genocide as a global-historical phenomenon,
providing a sense of genocide’s frequency through history. It then examines the origin
and evolution of the concept, unravels some central theoretical debates, and explores
“contested cases” that test the boundaries of the genocide framework. No other
chapter in the book tries to cover so much ground, and the discussion may at points
seem complicated and confusing, so please fasten your seatbelts.

GENOCIDE IN PREHISTORY, ANTIQUITY, AND EARLY MODERNITY

“The word is new, the concept is ancient,” wrote sociologist Leo Kuper in his seminal
1981 text of genocide studies.!” The roots of genocide are lost in distant millennia,
and will remain so unless an “archaeology of genocide” can be developed.? The
difficulty, as Frank Chalk and Kurt Jonassohn pointed out in their study The History
and Sociology of Genocide, is that such historical records as exist are ambiguous and

* Throughout this book, to reduce footnoting, I gather sequential quotations and citations from the same
source into an omnibus note at the end of the passage. Epigraphs for chapters and sections are not
footnoted. All Web links cited in the notes were “live” as of early 2010. If you find one broken, search
the title of the source in quotation marks; often it will be archived elsewhere. I have included link
addresses for media and other reports when they are in a reasonably concise format. Where I consider
them too lengthy and ungainly to print, a Web search by author and title will generally bring them up.
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undependable. While history today is generally written with some fealty to “objective”
facts, many past accounts aimed to praise the writer’s patron (normally a powerful
leader) and to emphasize the superiority of one’s own religious beliefs. They may also
have been intended as good stories — so that when Homer quotes King Agamemnon’s
quintessential pronouncement of root-and-branch genocide, one cannot know what
basis it might have in fact:

We are not going to leave a single one of them alive, down to the babies in their
mothers’ wombs — not even they must live. The whole people must be wiped out
of existence, and none be left to think of them and shed a tear.?

Factually reliable or not, Agamemnon’s command encapsulates a fantasy of kings
and commoners alike. Humanity has always nurtured conceptions of social difference
that generate a sense of in-group versus out-group, as well as hierarchies of good
and evil, superior and inferior, desirable and undesirable. As Chalk and Jonassohn
observed:

Historically and anthropologically peoples have always had a name for themselves.
In a great many cases, that name meant “the people” to set the owners of that name
off against all other people who were considered of lesser quality in some way. If
the differences between the people and some other society were particularly large
in terms of religion, language, manners, customs, and so on, then such others
were seen as less than fully human: pagans, savages, or even animals.*

The fewer the shared values and standards, the more likely members of the out-group
were (and are) to find themselves beyond the “universe of obligation,” in sociologist
Helen Fein’s evocative phrase. Hence the advent of “religious traditions of contempt
and collective defamation, stereotypes, and derogatory metaphor indicating the
victim is inferior, sub-human (animals, insects, germs, viruses) or super-human
(Satanic, omnipotent).” If certain classes of people are “pre-defined as alien . . .
subhuman or dehumanized, or the enemy,” it follows that they must “be eliminated
in order that we may live (Them or Us).”

An example of this mindset is the text that underpins the Christian, Jewish, and
Muslim cultural traditions: the Old Testament (particularly its first five books, the
Pentateuch). In general, these texts depict God as “a despotic and capricious sadist,”
and his followers as eager génocidaires (genocidal killers). The trend begins in the
Book of Genesis (6:17-19), where God decides “to destroy all flesh in which is
the breath of life from under heaven,” with the exception of Noah and a nucleus
of human and animal life.” In “the most unequivocally extirpatory of [the] Old
Testament texts,”® 1 Samuel 15: 2-3, “the Lord of hosts” declares: “I will punish the
Amalekites for what they did in opposing the Israelites when they came up out of
Egypt. Now go and attack Amalek, and utterly destroy all that they have; do not
spare them, but kill both man and woman, child and infant, ox and sheep, camel
and donkey.”

The Midianites in Numbers 31: 7—18 fare little better, but even the minimal selec-
tivity at the outset vexes Moses:
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They warred against Midian, as the Lord commanded Moses, and slew every male.
.. . And the people of Israel took captive the women of Midian and their lictle
ones; and they took as booty all their cattle, their flocks, and all their goods. All
their cities . . . they burned with fire. . . . And Moses was angry with the officers
of thearmy. . . . [He] said to them, “Have you let all the women live? Behold, these
caused the people of Israel, by the counsel of Balaam, to act treacherously against
the Lord . . . and so the plague came to the congregations of the Lord. Now,
therefore, kill every male among the little ones, and kill every woman who has
known man by lying with him [sexually]. But all the young girls who have not
known man by lying with him, keep alive for yourselves.'

As this passage suggests, genocides in prehistory and antiquity were often designed
not just to eradicate enemy ethnicities, but to incorporate and exploit some of their
members. Generally, it was children (particularly girls) and women (particularly
virgins, or those in the associated age group) who were spared murder. They were
simultaneously seen as the group least able to offer resistance, and as sources of
offspring for the dominant group, descent in patrilineal society being traced through
the male bloodline. By contrast, “every male” was often killed, “even the little ones.”
We see here the roots of gendercide against men and boys, including male infants,
discussed further in Chapter 13.

A combination of gender-selective mass killing and root-and-branch genocide
pervades accounts of ancient wars. Chalk and Jonassohn provide a wide-ranging selec-
tion of historical events such as the Assyrian Empire’s root-and-branch depredations
in the first half of the first millennium BCE," and the destruction of Melos by Athens
during the Peloponnesian War (fifth century BCE), a gendercidal rampage described
by Thucydides in his “Melian Dialogue.”

The Roman siege and eventual razing of Carthage at the close of the Third
Punic War (149-46 BCE) has been labeled “The First Genocide” by historian Ben
Kiernan. The “first” designation is debatable; the label of genocide, less so. Fueled
by the documented ideological zealotry of the senator Cato, Rome sought to suppress
the supposed threat posed by (disarmed, mercantile) Carthage. “Of a population
of 2-400,000, at least 150,000 Carthaginians perished,” writes Kiernan. The
“Carthaginian solution” found many echoes in the warfare of subsequent centuries.!!

Among Rome’s other victims during its imperial ascendancy were the followers
of Jesus Christ. After his death at Roman hands in 33 CE, Christ’s followers were
subjected to persecutions and mass murder. The scenes of torture and public spectacle
were duplicated by Christians themselves during Europe’s medieval era (approxi-
mately the ninth to fourteenth centuries CE). This period produced onslaughts such
as the Crusades: religiously sanctified campaigns against “unbelievers,” whether in
France (the Albigensian crusade against Cathar heretics), Germany (against Jews),
or the Holy Land of the Middle East.'?

* “BCE” means “Before the Common Era,” and replaces the more familiar but ethnocentric “BC”
(Before Christ). “CE” replaces “AD” (Anno Domini, Latin for “year of the Lord”). For discussion, see
ReligiousTolerance.org, “The Use of ‘CE’ and ‘BCE’ to Identify Dates,” http://www.religioustolerance.
org/ce.htm.
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The Vendée

Further génocidaires arose on the other side of the world. In the thirteenth century,
a million or so Mongol horsemen under their leader, Genghis Khan, surged out of
the grasslands of East Asia to lay waste to vast territories, extending to the gates
of Western Europe; “entire nations were exterminated, leaving behind nothing but
rubble, fallow fields, and bones.”!3

In addition to religious and cultural beliefs, a hunger for wealth, power, and
“death-defying” glory seems to have motivated these acts of mass violence (see
Chapter 10). These factors combined to fuel the genocides of the early modern era,
dating from approximately 1492, the year of Caribbean Indians’ fateful encounter
with Christopher Columbus. The consequences of contact between expansionist
Europeans and indigenous peoples are detailed in Chapter 3. The next section focuses
briefly on two cases from the early modern era: one from Europe, presaging the
genocidal civil wars of the twentieth century; and one from Africa, reminding us that
genocide knows no geographical or cultural boundaries.

uprising

In 1789, French rebels, inspired by the American revolutionaries, overthrew King
Louis XVI and established a new order based on the “Rights of Man.” The French
revolution provoked immediate opposition at home and abroad. European armies
massed on French borders, and in March 1793 — following the execution of King
Louis and the imposition of mass military conscription — revolt erupted in the
Vendée. The population of this isolated and conservative region of western France
declared itself opposed to conscription, and to the replacement of their priests by
pro-revolutionary designates. Well trained and led by royalist officers, Vendeans rose
up against the rapidly radicalizing central government: the “Terror” of the Jacobin
faction was instituted in the same month as the rebellion in St.-Florent-le-Vieil. The
result was a civil war that, according to French author Reynald Secher, constituted
a genocide against the Vendeans — and for historian Mark Levene, a turning point
in the evolution of genocide.!

Early Vendean victories were achieved through the involvement of all demographic
sectors of the Vendée, and humiliated the Republican government. Fueled by the
ideological fervor of the Terror, and by foreign and domestic counter-revolution, the
Republicans in Paris implemented a campaign of root-and-branch genocide. Under
Generals Jean-Baptiste Carrier and Louis Marie Turreau, the Republicans launched
a scorched-earth drive by the colonnes infernales (“hellish columns”). On December
11, 1793, Carrier wrote to the Committee of Public Safety in Paris, pledging to purge
the Vendean peasantry “absolutely and totally.”"® Similar edicts by General Turreau
in early 1794 were approved by the Committee, which declared that the “race of
brigands” in the Vendée was to be “exterminated to the last.” Targeted victims
included even children, who were “just as dangerous [as adults], because they were
or were in the process of becoming brigands.” Extermination was “both sound and
pure,” the Committee wrote, and should “show great results.”!¢

The slaughter targeted all Vendeans, including Republicans (these victims were
seen as “collateral damage”). Specifically, none of the traditional gender-selective
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exemptions was granted to adult females, who stood accused of fomenting the
rebellion through their defense of conservative religion, and their “goad[ing] . . . into
martyrdom” of Vendean men.!” In the account of a Vendean abbé, perhaps self-
interested but buttressed by other testimony:

There were poor girls, completely naked, hanging from tree branches, hands tied
behind their backs, after having been raped. It was fortunate that, with the Blues
[Republicans] gone, some charitable passersby delivered them from this shameful
torment. Elsewhere . . . pregnant women were stretched out and crushed beneath
wine presses. . . . Bloody limbs and nursing infants were carried in triumph on
the points of bayonets.'®

Perhaps 150,000 Vendeans died in the carnage, though not all were civilians. The
character of the killings was conveyed by post-genocide census figures, which
evidenced not the usual war-related disparity of male versus female victims, but a
rough —and unusual — parity. Only after this “ferocious . . . expression of ideologically
charged avenging terror,”!? and with the collapse of the Committee of Public Safety
in Paris, did the genocide wane, though scattered clashes with rebels continued
through 1796.

In a comparative context, the Vendée uprising stands as an example of a mass-
killing campaign that has only recently been conceptualized as “genocide.” This
designation is not universally shared, but it seems apt in light of the large-scale murder
of a designated group (the Vendean civilian population).

Zulu genocide

Between 1810 and 1828, the Zulu kingdom under its dictatorial leader, Shaka
Zulu, waged an ambitious campaign of expansion and annihilation. Huge swathes
of present-day South Africa and Zimbabwe were laid waste by Zulu armies. The
European invasion of these regions, which began shortly after, was greatly assisted
by the upheaval and depopulation caused by the Zulu assault.

Oral histories help document the scale of the destruction:** “To this day, peoples
in Zimbabwe, Malawi, Zambia, Tanzania, Kenya, and Uganda can trace their descent
back to the refugees who fled from Shaka’s warriors.”! At times, Shaka apparently
implemented a gender-selective extermination strategy that may be unique in the
historical record. In conquering the Butelezi clan, Shaka “conceived the then [and
still] quite novel idea of utterly demolishing them as a separate tribal entity by
incorporating all their manhood into his own clan or following,” thereby bolstering
his own military; but he “usually destroyed women, infants, and old people,” who
were deemed useless for his expansionist purposes.*?

However, root-and-branch strategies reminiscent of the French rampage in the
Vendée seem also to have been common. According to historian Michael Mahoney,
Zulu armies often aimed not only at defeating enemies but at “their total destruction.
Those exterminated included not only whole armies, but also prisoners of war,
women, children, and even dogs.”* In exterminating the followers of Beje, a minor
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Kumalo chief, Shaka determined “not to leave alive even a child, but [to] exterminate
the whole tribe,” according to a foreign witness. When the foreigners protested against
the slaughter of women and children, claiming they “could do no injury,” Shaka
responded in language that would have been familiar to the French revolutionaries:
“Yes they could,” he declared. “They can propagate and bring [bear] children, who
may become my enemies . . . therefore I command you to kill all.”*4

Mahoney has characterized these policies as genocidal. “If genocide is defined as
a state-mandated effort to annihilate whole peoples, then Shaka’s actions in this regard
must certainly qualify.” He points out that the term adopted by the Zulus to denote
their campaign of expansion and conquest, izwekufa, derives “from Zulu izwe (nation,
people, polity), and wkufa (death, dying, to die). The term is thus identical to
‘genocide’ in both meaning and etymology.”

NAMING GENOCIDE: RAPHAEL LEMKIN

Genocide is an absolute word — a howl of a word . . .
Lance Morrow

Until the Second World War, genocide was a “crime without a name,” in the words
of British Prime Minister Winston Churchill.?® The man who named the crime,
placed it in a global-historical context, and demanded intervention and remedial
action was a Polish-Jewish jurist, a refugee from Nazi-occupied Europe, named
Raphael Lemkin (1900-59). His story is one of the most remarkable of the twentieth
century.

Lemkin is an exceptional example of a “norm entrepreneur” (see Chapter 12). In
the space of four years, he coined a term — genocide — that concisely defined an age-
old phenomenon. He supported it with a wealth of documentation. He published a
lengthy book (Axis Rule in Occupied Europe) that applied the concept to campaigns
of genocide underway in Lemkin’s native Poland and elsewhere in the Nazi-occupied
territories. He then waged a successful campaign to persuade the new United Nations
to draft a convention against genocide; another successful campaign to obtain the
required number of signatures; and yet another to secure the necessary national ratifi-
cations. Yet Lemkin lived in penury — in surely his wittiest recorded comment, he
described himself as “pleading a holy cause at the UN while wearing holey clothes,””’
and he died in obscurity in 1959; his funeral drew just seven people. Only in recent
years has the promise of his concept, and the UN convention that incorporated it,
begun to be realized.

Growing up in a Jewish family in Wolkowysk, a town in eastern Poland, Lemkin
developed a talent for languages (he would end up mastering a dozen or more), and
a passionate curiosity about the cultures that produced them. He was struck by
accounts of the suffering of Christians at Roman hands, and its parallel in the
pogroms then afflicting the Jews of eastern Poland. More generally, as John Cooper
notes, “growing up in a contested borderland over which different armies clashed
... made Lemkin acutely sensitive to the concerns of the diverse nationalities living
there and their anxieties about self-preservation.”?
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Thus began Lemkin’s lifelong study of mass killing in history and the contem-
porary world. He “raced through an unusually grim reading list”* that familiarized
him with cases from antiquity and the medieval era (including Carthage, discussed
above, and the fate of the Aztec and Inca empires, described in Chapter 3). “I
was appalled by the frequency of the evil,” he recalled later, “and, above all, by the
impunity coldly relied upon by the guilty.”® Why? was the question that began
to consume Lemkin. A key moment came in 1921, while he was studying at the
University of Lvov. Soghomon Tehlirian, an Armenian avenger of the Ottoman
destruction of Christian minorities (Chapter 4), was arrested for murder after he
gunned down one of the genocide’s architects, Talat Pasha, in a Berlin street. In
the same year, leading planners and perpetrators of the genocide were freed by the
British from custody in Malta, as part of the Allies” postwar courting of a resurgent
Turkey. Lemkin wrote that he was “shocked” by the juxtaposition: “A nation was
killed and the guilty persons were set free. Why is a man punished when he kills
another man? Why is the killing of a million a lesser crime than the killing of a single
individual?”?!

Lemkin determined to stage an intellectual and activist intervention in what he
at first called “barbarity” and “vandalism.” The former referred to “the premeditated
destruction of national, racial, religious and social collectivities,” while the latter he
described as the “destruction of works of art and culture, being the expression of the
particular genius of these collectivities.”?* At a conference of European legal scholars
in Madrid in 1933, Lemkin’s framing was first presented (though not by its author;
the Polish government denied him a travel visa). Despite the post-First World War
prosecutions of Turks for “crimes against humanity” (Chapters 4, 15), governments
and public opinion leaders were still wedded to the notion that state sovereignty
trumped atrocities against a state’s own citizens. It was this legal impunity that rankled
and galvanized Lemkin more than anything else. Yet the Madrid delegates did not
share his concern. They refused to adopt a resolution against the crimes Lemkin set
before them; the matter was tabled.

Undeterred, Lemkin continued his campaign. He presented his arguments in legal
forums throughout Europe in the 1930s, and as far afield as Cairo, Egypt. The
outbreak of the Second World War found him at the heart of the inferno — in Poland,
with Nazi forces invading from the West, and Soviets from the East. As Polish
resistance crumbled, Lemkin took flight. He traveled first to eastern Poland, and then
to Vilnius, Lithuania. From that Baltic city he succeeded in securing refuge in
Sweden.

After teaching in Stockholm, the United States beckoned. Lemkin believed the US
would be both receptive to his framework, and in a position to actualize it in a way
that Europe under the Nazi yoke could not. An epic 14,000-mile journey took him
across the Soviet Union by train to Vladivostok, by boat to Japan, and across the
Pacific. In the US, he moonlighted at Yale University’s Law School before moving
to Durham, North Carolina, where he became a professor at Duke University.

In his new American surroundings, Lemkin struggled with his concepts and
vocabulary. “Vandalism” and “barbarity” had not struck a chord with his legal
audiences. Inspired by, of all things, the Kodak camera,?® Lemkin trawled through his
impressive linguistic resources for a term that was concise and memorable. He settled
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Figure 1.1 Raphael

Lemkin (1900-59),
founder of genocide
studies.

Source: American
Jewish Historical
Society.

on a neologism with both Greek and Latin roots: the Greek “genos,” meaning race
or tribe, and the Latin “cide,” or killing. “Genocide” was the intentional destruction
of national groups on the basis of their collective identity. Physical killing was an
important part of the picture, but it was only a part:

By “genocide” we mean the destruction of a nation or an ethnic group. . ..
Generally speaking, genocide does not necessarily mean the immediate destruction
of a nation, except when accomplished by mass killings of all members of a nation.
It is intended rather to signify a coordinated plan of different actions aiming at
the destruction of essential foundations of the life of national groups, with the
aim of annihilating the groups themselves. The objectives of such a plan would
be disintegration of the political and social institutions of culture, language,
national feelings, religion, and the economic existence of national groups, and
the destruction of the personal security, liberty, health, dignity, and even the lives
of the individuals belonging to such groups. Genocide is directed against the
national group as an entity, and the actions involved are directed against
individuals, not in their individual capacity, but as members of the national group.
... Genocide has two phases: one, destruction of the national pattern of the
oppressed group; the other the imposition of the national pattern of the oppressor.
This imposition, in turn, may be made upon the oppressed population which is

10
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allowed to remain, or upon the territory alone, after removal of the population and
the colonization of the area by the oppressor’s own nationals.?

The critical question, for Lemkin, was whether the multifaceted campaign proceeded
under the rubric of policy. To the extent that it did, it could be considered genocidal,
even if it did not result in the physical destruction of all (or any) members of the
group.” The issue of whether mass killing is definitional to genocide has been debated
ever since, by myriad scholars and commentators. Equally vexing for subsequent
generations was the emphasis on ethnic and national groups. These predominated
as victims in the decades in which Lemkin developed his framework (and in the
historical examples he studied). Yet by the end of the 1940s, it was clear that political
groups were often targeted for annihilation. Moreover, the appellations applied to
“communists,” or by communists to “kulaks” or “class enemies” — when imposed by
a totalitarian state — seemed every bit as difficult to shake as ethnic identifications, if
the Nazi and Stalinist onslaughts were anything to go by. This does not even take
into account the important but ambiguous areas of cross-over among ethnic, political,
and social categories (see “Multiple and Overlapping Identities,” below).

Lemkin, though, would hear little of this. Although he did not exclude political
groups as genocide victims, he had a single-minded focus on nationality and ethnicity,
for their culture-carrying capacity as he perceived it. His attachment to these core

Figure 1.2 Samantha Power’s book “A Problem from
Hell”: America and the Age of Genocide (2002) won
both the Pulitzer Prize and the National Book
Critics Circle Award, and contributed to the
resurgence of public interest in genocide. Power’s
work offered also the most detailed and vivid
account to that date of Raphael Lemkin’s life and
his struggle for the UN Genocide Convention.

As of 2010, Power was on leave from the Harvard
Kennedy School, serving as a special advisor on
foreign policy to the Barack Obama administration.
She is shown here speaking at Columbia University,
New York, in March 2008.

Source: Courtesy Angela Radulescu/www.
angelaradulescu.com.
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concerns was almost atavistic, and legal scholar Stephen Holmes, for one, has faulted
him for it:

Lemkin himself seems to have believed that killing a hundred thousand people
of a single ethnicity was very different from killing a hundred thousand
people of mixed ethnicities. Like Oswald Spengler, he thought that each cultural
group had its own “genius” that should be preserved. To destroy, or attempt to
destroy, a culture is a special kind of crime because culture is the unit of collective
memory, whereby the legacies of the dead can be kept alive. To kill a culture is to
cast its individual members into individual oblivion, their memories buried with
their mortal remains. The idea that killing a culture is “irreversible” in a way that
killing an individual is not reveals the strangeness of Lemkin’s conception from a
liberal-individualist point of view.

This archaic-sounding conception has other illiberal implications as well. For one
thing, it means that the murder of a poet is morally worse than the murder of a janitor,
because the poet is the “brain” without which the “body” cannot function. This revival
of medieval organic imagery is central to Lemkin’s idea of genocide as a special crime.*

Itis probably true that Lemkin’s formulation had its archaic elements. It is certainly
the case that subsequent scholarly interpretations of “Lemkin’s word” have tended
to be more capacious in their framing. What can be defended is Lemkin’s emphasis
on the collective as a target. One can philosophize about the relative weight ascribed
to collectives over the individual, as Holmes does; but the reality of modern times is
that the vast majority of those murdered were killed on the basis of a collective identity
— even if only one imputed by the killers. The link between collective and mass, then
between mass and large-scale extermination, was the defining dynamic of the
twentieth century’s unprecedented violence. In his historical studies, Lemkin appears
to have read this correctly. Many or most of the examples he cites would be
uncontroversial among a majority of genocide scholars today.”” He saw the Nazis’
assaults on Jews, Poles, and Polish Jews for what they were, and labeled the broader
genre for the ages.

Still, for Lemkin’s word to resonate today, and into the future, two further devel-
opments were required. The UN Convention on the Prevention and Punishment
of the Crime of Genocide (1948), adopted in remarkably short order after Lemkin’s
indefatigable lobbying, entrenched genocide in international and domestic law.
And beginning in the 1970s, a coterie of “comparative genocide scholars,” drawing
upon a generation’s work on the Jewish Holocaust,” began to discuss, debate, and
refine Lemkin’s concept — a trend that shows no sign of abating.

* I use the word “holocaust” generically in this book to refer to especially destructive geno-

cides, such as those against indigenous peoples in the Americas and elsewhere, Christian

minorities in the Ottoman empire during the First World War, Jews and Roma (Gypsies)

under the Nazis, and Tutsis in Rwanda in 1994. Most scholars and commentators capitalize

the “h” when referring to the Nazi genocide against the Jews, and I follow this usage when
L . »

citing “the Jewish Holocaust” (see also Chapter 6, n. 1).
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DEFINING GENOCIDE: THE UN CONVENTION

Lemkin’s extraordinary “norm entrepreneurship” around genocide is described in
Chapter 12. Suffice it to say for now that “rarely has a neologism had such rapid
success” (legal scholar William Schabas). Barely a year after Lemkin coined the term,
it was included in the Nuremberg indictments of Nazi war criminals (Chapter 15).
To Lemkin’s chagrin, genocide did not figure in the Nuremberg judgments. However,
“by the time the General Assembly completed its standard sitting, with the 1948
adoption of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide, ‘genocide’ had a detailed and quite technical definition as a crime against
the law of nations.”®
The “detailed and quite technical definition” is as follows:

Article I. The Contracting Parties confirm that genocide, whether committed in
time of peace or in time of war, is a crime under international law which they
undertake to prevent and to punish.

Article II. In the present Convention, genocide means any of the following acts
committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial
or religious group, as such:

(a) Killing members of the group;

(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;

(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring
about its physical destruction in whole or in part;

(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;

(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.

Article I11. The following acts shall be punishable:

(a) Genocide;

(b) Conspiracy to commit genocide;

(c) Direct and public incitement to commit genocide;
(d) Attempt to commit genocide;

(e) Complicity in genocide.”

Thematically, Lemkin’s conviction that genocide needed to be confronted, whatever
the context, was resoundingly endorsed with the Convention’s declaration that
genocide is a crime “whether committed in time of peace or in time of war.” This
removed the road-block thrown up by the Nuremberg trials, which had only
considered Nazi crimes committed after the invasion of Poland on September 1,
1939.

The basic thrust of Lemkin’s emphasis on ethnic and national groups (at the
expense of political groups and social classes) also survived the lobbying and drafting
process. In the diverse genocidal strategies cited, we see reflected Lemkin’s conception
of genocide as a “coordinated plan of different actions aiming at the destruction of
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essential foundations of the life of national groups, with the aim of annihilating the
groups themselves.” However, at no point did the Convention’s drafters actually
define “national, ethnical, racial or religious” groups, and these terms have been
subject to considerable subsequent interpretation. The position of the International
Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), that “any stable and permanent group” is in
fact to be accorded protection under the Convention, is likely to become the norm
in future judgments.

With regard to genocidal strategies, the Convention places “stronger emphasis
than Lemkin on physical and biological destruction, and less on broader social
destruction,” as sociologist Martin Shaw points out.®’ But note how diverse are the
actions considered genocidal in Article IT — in marked contrast to the normal
understanding of “genocide.” One does not need to exterminate or seek to exter-
minate every last member of a designated group. In fact, one does not need ro kill anyone
at all to commit genocide! Inflicting “serious bodily or mental harm” qualifies, as does
preventing births or transferring children between groups. It is fair to say, however,
that from a legal perspective, genocide unaccompanied by mass killing is rarely
prosecuted.! (I return below to the question of killing.)

Controversial and ambiguous phrases in the document include the reference to
“serious bodily or mental harm” constituting a form of genocide. In practice, this
has been interpreted along the lines of the Israeli trial court decision against Adolf
Eichmann in 1961, convicting him of the “enslavement, starvation, deportation
and persecution of . . . Jews . . . their detention in ghettos, transit camps and con-
centration camps in conditions which were designed to cause their degradation,
deprivation of their rights as human beings, and to . .. cause them inhumane
suffering and torture.” The ICTR adds an interpretation that this includes “bodily
or mental torture, inhuman treatment, and persecution,” as well as “acts of rape and
mutilation.” In addition, “several sources correctly take the view that mass depor-
tations under inhumane conditions may constitute genocide if accompanied by
the requisite intent.”?> “Measures to prevent births” may be held to include forced
sterilization and separation of the sexes. Sexual trauma and impregnation through
gang rape have received increasing attention. The destruction of groups “as such”
brought complex questions of motive into play. Some drafters saw it as a means of
paying lip-service to the element of motive, while others perceived it as a way to
sidestep the issue altogether.

Historically, it is intriguing to note how many issues of genocide definition and
interpretation have their roots in contingent and improvised aspects of the drafting
process. The initial draft by the UN Secretariat defined genocide’s targets as “a group
of human beings,” adoption of which could have rendered redundant the subsequent
debate over which groups qualified.

Responsibility for the exclusion of political groups was long laid at the door
of the Soviet Union and its allies, supposedly nervous about application of the
Convention to Soviet crimes (see Chapter 5). Schabas quashes this notion, pointing
out that “rigorous examination of the #ravaux [working papers] fails to confirm a
popular impression in the literature that the opposition . . . was some Soviet machi-
nation.” Political collectivities “were actually included within the enumeration [of
designated groups] until an eleventh-hour compromise eliminated the reference.”*
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In the estimation of many genocide scholars, this is the Convention’s greatest
oversight.*t As for the provision against transferring children between groups, it “was
added to the Convention almost as an afterthought, with little substantive debate or
consideration.”®

In its opening sentence, the Convention declares that the Contracting Parties
“undertake to prevent and to punish” the crime of genocide. A subsequent article
(VIII) states that “any Contracting Party may call upon the competent organs of the
United Nations to take such action under the Charter of the United Nations as they
consider appropriate for the prevention and suppression of acts of genocide or any of
the other acts enumerated in Article I11.” Yet this leaves actual policy obligations vague.

BOUNDING GENOCIDE: COMPARATIVE GENOCIDE STUDIES

Between the 1950s and the 1980s, the term “genocide” languished almost unused
by scholars. A handful of legal commentaries appeared for a specialized audience.*
In 1975, Vahakn Dadrian’s article “A Typology of Genocide” sparked renewed interest
in a comparative framing. It was bolstered by Irving Louis Horowitzs Genocide: State
Power and Mass Murder (1976), and foundationally by Leo Kuper's Genocide: Its
Political Use in the Twentieth Century (1981). Kuper’s work, including a subsequent
volume on The Prevention of Genocide (1985), was the most significant on genocide
since Lemkin’s in the 1940s. It was followed by edited volumes and solo publications
from Helen Fein, R.J. Rummel, Frank Chalk and Kurt Jonassohn, and Robert
Melson, among others.

This early literature drew upon more than a decade of intensive research on the
Holocaust, and most of the scholars were Jewish. “Holocaust Studies” remains central
to the field. Still, rereading these pioneering works, one is struck by how inclusive and
comparative their framing is. It tends to be global in scope, and interdisciplinary at
many points. The classic volumes by Chalk and Jonassohn (7he History and Sociology
of Genocide) and Totten er al. (Century of Genocide) appeared in the early 1990s,
and seemed to sum up this drive for catholicity. So too, despite its heavy focus
on the Holocaust, did Israel Charny’s Encyclopedia of Genocide (1999). A rich body
of case-study literature also developed, with genocides such as those against the
Armenians, Cambodians, and East Timorese — as well as indigenous peoples
wortldwide — receiving serious and sustained attention.

The explosion of public interest in genocide in the 1990s, and the concomitant
growth of genocide studies as an academic field, has spawned a profusion of
humanistic and social-scientific studies, joined by memoirs and oral histories. (The
wider culture has also produced a steady stream of films on genocide and its
reverberations, including 7he Killing Fields, Schindler’s List, and Hotel Rwanda.)"

To capture the richness and diversity of the genocide-studies literature in this short
section is impossible. What I hope to do is, first, to use that literature constructively
throughout this book; and, second, to provide suggestions for further reading,
encouraging readers to explore the bounty for themselves.

With this caveat in place, let me make a few generalizations, touching on debates
that will reappear regularly in this book. Genocide scholars are concerned with two
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basic tasks. First, they atctempt to define genocide and bound it conceptually. Second,
they seek to prevent genocide. This implies understanding its comparative dynamics,
and generating prophylactic strategies that may be applied in emergencies.

Scholarly definitions of genocide reflect the ambiguities of the Genocide
Convention and its constituent debates. They can be confusing in their numerous
and often opposed variants. However, surveying most of the definitions on offer, and
combining them with the Lemkin and UN framings already cited, we can group them
into two broad categories, and isolate some key features and variables.

BOX 1.1 GENOCIDE: SCHOLARLY DEFINITIONS (in chronological
order)

Peter Drost (1959)

“Genocide is the deliberate destruction of physical life of individual human beings
by reason of their membership of any human collectivity as such.”

Vahakn Dadrian (1975)

“Genocide is the successful attempt by a dominant group, vested with formal
authority and/or with preponderant access to the overall resources of power, to
reduce by coercion or lethal violence the number of a minority group whose ultimate
extermination is held desirable and useful and whose respective vulnerability is a
major factor contributing to the decision for genocide.”

Irving Louis Horowitz (1976)

“[Genocide is] a structural and systematic destruction of innocent people by a state
bureaucratic apparatus . . . Genocide represents a systematic effort over time to
liguidate a national population, usually a minority . . . [and] functions as a fun-
damental political policy to assure conformity and participation of the citizenry.”

Leo Kuper (1981)

“| shall follow the definition of genocide given in the [UN] Convention. This is
not to say that | agree with the definition. On the contrary, | believe a major omission
to be in the exclusion of political groups from the list of groups protected. In the
contemporary world, political differences are at the very least as significant a
basis for massacre and annihilation as racial, national, ethnic or religious differences.
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Then too, the genocides against racial, national, ethnic or religious groups are
generally a consequence of, or intimately related to, political conflict. However, | do
not think it helpful to create new definitions of genocide, when there is an
internationally recognized definition and a Genocide Convention which might
become the basis for some effective action, however limited the underlying
conception. But since it would vitiate the analysis to exclude political groups, | shall
refer freely . . . to liquidating or exterminatory actions against them.”

Jack Nusan Porter (1982)

“Genocide is the deliberate destruction, in whole or in part, by a government or its
agents, of a racial, sexual, religious, tribal or political minority. It can involve not only
mass murder, but also starvation, forced deportation, and political, economic and
biological subjugation. Genocide involves three major components: ideology,
technology, and bureaucracy/organization.”

Yehuda Bauer (1984)
n.b. Bauer distinguishes between “genocide” and “holocaust”:

“[Genocide is] the planned destruction, since the mid-nineteenth century, of a racial,
national, or ethnic group as such, by the following means: (a) selective mass murder
of elites or parts of the population; (b) elimination of national (racial, ethnic) culture
and religious life with the intent of ‘denationalization’; (c) enslavement, with the
same intent; (d) destruction of national (racial, ethnic) economic life, with the same
intent; (e) biological decimation through the kidnapping of children, or the
prevention of normal family life, with the same intent . . . [Holocaust is] the planned
physical annihilation, for ideological or pseudo-religious reasons, of all the members
of a national, ethnic, or racial group.”

John L. Thompson and Gail A. Quets (1987)

“Genocide is the extent of destruction of a social collectivity by whatever agents,
with whatever intentions, by purposive actions which fall outside the recognized
conventions of legitimate warfare.”

Isidor Wallimann and Michael N. Dobkowski (1987)

“Genocide is the deliberate, organized destruction, in whole or in large part, of racial
or ethnic groups by a government or its agents. It can involve not only mass murder,
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but also forced deportation (ethnic cleansing), systematic rape, and economic and
biological subjugation.”

Henry Huttenbach (1988)

“Genocide is any act that puts the very existence of a group in jeopardy.”

Helen Fein (1988)

“Genocide is a series of purposeful actions by a perpetrator(s) to destroy a collectivity
through mass or selective murders of group members and suppressing the biological
and social reproduction of the collectivity. This can be accomplished through the
imposed proscription or restriction of reproduction of group members, increasing
infant mortality, and breaking the linkage between reproduction and socialization
of children in the family or group of origin. The perpetrator may represent the state
of the victim, another state, or another collectivity.”

Frank Chalk and Kurt Jonassohn (1990)

“Genocide is a form of one-sided mass killing in which a state or other authority
intends to destroy a group, as that group and membership in it are defined by the
perpetrator.”

Helen Fein (1993)

“Genocide is sustained purposeful action by a perpetrator to physically destroy a
collectivity directly or indirectly, through interdiction of the biological and social
reproduction of group members, sustained regardless of the surrender or lack of
threat offered by the victim.”

Steven T. Katz (1994)

“[Genocide is] the actualization of the intent, however successfully carried out, to
murder in its totality any national, ethnic, racial, religious, political, social, gender or
economic group, as these groups are defined by the perpetrator, by whatever
means.” (n.b. Modified by Adam Jones in 2010 to read, “murder in whole or in
part. ...")
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Israel Charny (1994)

“Genocide in the generic sense means the mass killing of substantial numbers of
human beings, when not in the course of military action against the military forces
of an avowed enemy, under conditions of the essential defencelessness of the
victim.”

Irving Louis Horowitz (1996)

“Genocide is herein defined as a structural and systematic destruction of innocent
people by a state bureaucratic apparatus [emphasis in original]. . . . Genocide means
the physical dismemberment and liquidation of people on large scales, an attempt
by those who rule to achieve the total elimination of a subject people.” (n.b.
Horowitz supports “carefully distinguishing the [Jewish] Holocaust from genocide”;
he also refers to “the phenomenon of mass murder, for which genocide is a
synonym”.)

Barbara Harff (2003)

“Genocides and politicides are the promotion, execution, and/or implied consent of
sustained policies by governing elites or their agents — or, in the case of civil war,
either of the contending authorities — that are intended to destroy, in whole or part,
a communal, political, or politicized ethnic group.”

Manus I. Midlarsky (2005)

“Genocide is understood to be the state-sponsored systematic mass murder of
innocent and helpless men, women, and children denoted by a particular eth-
noreligious identity, having the purpose of eradicating this group from a particular
territory.”

Mark Levene (2005)

“Genocide occurs when a state, perceiving the integrity of its agenda to be
threatened by an aggregate population — defined by the state as an organic
collectivity, or series of collectivities — seeks to remedy the situation by the systematic,
en masse physical elimination of that aggregate, in toto, or until it is no longer
perceived to represent a threat.”
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Jacques Sémelin (2005)

"I will define genocide as that particular process of civilian destruction that is directed
at the total eradication of a group, the criteria by which it is identified being
determined by the perpetrator.”

Daniel Chirot and Clark McCauley (2006)

“A genocidal mass murder is politically motivated violence that directly or indirectly
kills a substantial proportion of a targeted population, combatants and noncom-
batants alike, regardless of their age or gender.”

Martin Shaw (2007)

“[Genocide is] a form of violent social conflict, or war, between armed power
organizations that aim to destroy civilian social groups and those groups and other
actors who resist this destruction.”

Donald Bloxham (2009)

“[Genocide is] the physical destruction of a large portion of a group in a limited or
unlimited territory with the intention of destroying that group'’s collective existence.”

Discussion

The elements of definition may be divided into “harder” and “softer” positions,
paralleling the international-legal distinction between hard and soft law. According
to Christopher Rudolph,

those who favor hard law in international legal regimes argue that it enhances
deterrence and enforcement by signaling credible commitments, constraining self-
serving auto-interpretation of rules, and maximizing ‘compliance pull’ through
increased legitimacy. Those who favor soft law argue that it facilitates compromise,
reduces contracting costs, and allows for learning and change in the process of
institutional development.®

In genocide scholarship, harder positions are guided by concerns that “genocide” will
be rendered banal or meaningless by careless use. Some argue that such slack usage
will divert attention from the proclaimed uniqueness of the Holocaust. Softer
positions reflect concerns that excessively rigid framings (for example, a focus on the
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total physical extermination of a group) rule out too many actions that, logically and
morally, demand to be included. Their proponents may also wish to see a dynamic
and evolving genocide framework, rather than a static and inflexible one.

It should be noted that these basic positions do not map perfectly onto individual
authors and authorities. A given definition may even alternate between harder and
softer positions — as with the UN Convention, which features a decidedly “soft”
framing of genocidal strategies (including non-fatal ones), but a “hard” approach
when it comes to the victim groups whose destruction qualifies as genocidal. Steven
Katz’s 1994 definition, by contrast, features a highly inclusive framing of victimhood,
but a tightly restrictive view of genocidal outcomes: these are limited to the total
physical destruction of a group. The alteration of just a few words turns it into a softer
definition that happens to be my preferred one (see below).

Exploring further, the definitions address genocide’s agents, victims, goals, scale,
strategies, and intent.

Among agents, there is a clear focus on state and official authorities — Dadrian’s
“dominant group, vested with formal authority”; Horowitzs “state bureaucratic
apparatus’; Porter’s “government or its agents” — to cite three of the first five
definitions proposed (note also Levene’s exclusively state-focused 2005 definition).
However, some scholars abjure the state-centric approach (e.g., Chalk and Jonassohn’s
“state or other authority”; Fein’s [1993] “perpetrator”; Thompson and Quets’s “what-
ever agents’; Shaw’s “armed power organizations”). The UN Convention, too,
cites “constitutionally responsible rulers, public officials or private individuals”
among possible agents (Article IV). In practice, most genocide scholars continue to
emphasize the role of the state, while accepting that in some cases — as with settler
colonialism (Chapter 3) — non-state actors may play a prominent and at times
dominant role.%’

Victims are routinely identified as social minorities. There is a widespread
assumption that victims must be civilians or non-combatants: Charny references
their “essential defencelessness,” while others emphasize “one-sided mass killing”
and the destruction of “innocent and helpless” victims (Midlarsky; see also Dadrian,
Horowitz, Chalk and Jonassohn, and Fein [1993]). Interestingly, however, only
Sémelin’s 2005 definition, and Shaw’s 2007 one, actually use the word “civilian.”
The groups may be internally constituted and self-identified (that is, more closely
approximating groups “as such,” as required by the Genocide Convention). From
other perspectives, however, target groups may and must be defined by the perpe-
trators (e.g., Chalk and Jonassohn, Katz).>® The debate over political target groups
is reflected in Leo Kuper’s comments. Kuper grudgingly accepts the UN Convention
definition, but strongly regrets the exclusion of political groups.

The goals of genocide are held to be the destruction/eradication of the victim
group, whether this is defined in physical terms or to include “cultural genocide”
(see below). But beyond this, the element of motive is little stressed. Lemkin squarely
designated genocidal “objectives” as the “disintegration of the political and social
institutions of culture, language, national feelings, religion, and the economic
existence of national groups.” Bauer likewise emphasizes “denationalization”; Martin
Shaw, the desire to destroy a collective’s (generally a minority’s) social power. Dadrian
and Horowitz specify that genocide targets groups “whose ultimate extermination is
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held to be desirable and useful,” while Horowitz stresses the state’s desire “to assure
[sic] conformity and participation of the citizenry.”

As for scale, this ranges from Steven Katz’s targeting of a victim group “in its
totality” and Sémelin’s “total eradication,” to phrasing such as “in whole or part”
(Harff, the UN Convention, my modification of Katz’s definition) and “in whole or
in large part” (Wallimann and Dobkowski). Irving Louis Horowitz emphasizes the
absolute dimension of “mass” murder “for which genocide is a synonym.”' Some
scholars maintain a respectful silence on the issue, though the element of mass or
“substantial” casualties seems implicit in the cases they select and the analyses they

develop.

BOX 1.2 A LEXICON OF GENOCIDES AND RELATED MASS CRIMES

Groups targeted for genocide and related crimes sometimes develop terms in their
local languages to denote and memorialize their experiences. The following is a
sample of this nomenclature.

Churban - the "Great Catastrophe” — the Yiddish term for the Holocaust/Shoah
(see below) of Jews at Nazi hands.

Holocaust — Derived from the Greek word meaning a sacrificial offering completely
consumed by fire. In modern usage, “holocaust” denotes great human destruction,
especially by fire. It was deployed in contemporary media coverage of the Ottoman
genocides of Christian minorities from 1915-22 (see Chapter 4). Today, “the
Holocaust” (note: capital “H") is used for the Nazis" attempted destruction of Jews
during World War Il (Chapter 6; but see also Shoah, below). The phrase “Nazi
H/holocaust” is also sometimes used to encompass both Jewish and non-Jewish
victims of the Nazis (Box 6a). Use may be made of “holocaust” (with a lower-case
“h") to describe “especially severe or destructive genocides” throughout history, as
in my own framing (see note, p. 12).

Holodomor — the Ukrainian “famine-extermination” of 1932-33 at the hands of
Stalin’s Soviet regime (Chapter 5); “a compound word combining the root holod
‘hunger’ with the verbal root mor ‘extinguish, exterminate’” (Lubomyr Hajda,
Harvard University).

Itsembabwoko - used by Rwandans to describe the genocide of 1994 (see Chapter
9) — Kinyarwanda, “from the verb ‘gutsemba’ — to exterminate, to massacre, and
‘ubwoko’ (ethnic group, clan)” (PreventGenocide.org; see their very useful resource
page, “The Word ‘Genocide’ Translated or Defined in 80 Languages,” http:/Avww.
preventgenocide.org/genocide/languages-printerfriendly.htm). Rwandans also use
jenosid, an adaption of the English/French “genocide/génocide.”
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Lokeli — the “Overwhelming” — term used in the Longo language to describe
the ravages of the Congo “rubber terror” at the turn of the twentieth century
(Chapter 2).

Mec Ejer'n — the “Great Calamity” in Armenian — the Armenian genocide of
1915-17 (Chapter 4).

Naqgba - in Arabic, the “Catastrophe” of the Palestinian people uprooted and
dispossessed in 1947-48 by the forces of the nascent Israeli state (see Chapter 6).

Porrajmos — the “Devouring” — Romani term for the holocaust of the Roma/Sinti
("Gypsy") population of Europe under Nazi rule from 1941 to 1945 (see Box 6a).

Sayfo — “Year of the Sword” — term used by Assyrian populations to refer to the
Ottoman genocide of Christian minorities during World War | (Chapter 4).

Shoah - from the Hebrew for “Catastrophe” — an alternative term for the Jewish
Holocaust (Chapter 6), preferred by those who reject the religious-sacrificial
connotations of “holocaust.”

Sokimii — the “Unweaving” — Turkish term for the atrocity-laden expulsions of
Muslims from lands liberated from the Ottoman Empire, from the 1870s to the end
of the Balkan wars in 1913 (see Chapter 4).

(With thanks to Mark Levene for his suggestions; readers are invited to submit other
terms for inclusion in the next edition of this book.)

Many people feel that lumping together a limited killing campaign, such as in
Kosovo in 1999, with an overwhelmingly exterminatory one, such as the Nazis’
attempted destruction of European Jews, cheapens the concept of “genocide.”
However, it is worth noting how another core concept of social science and public
discourse is deployed: war. We readily use “war” to designate conflicts that kill “only”
a few hundred or a few thousand people (e.g., the Soccer War of 1969 between El
Salvador and Honduras; the Falklands/Malvinas War of 1982), as well as epochal
descents into barbarity that kill millions or tens of millions. The gulf between
minimum and maximum toll here is comparable to that between Kosovo and the
Jewish Holocaust, but the use of “war” is uncontroversial. There seems to be no reason
why we should not distinguish between larger and smaller, more or less exterminatory
genocides in the same way.

Diverse genocidal strategies are depicted in the definitions. Lemkin referred to a
“coordinated plan of different actions,” and the UN Convention listed a range of such
acts. For the scholars cited in our set, genocidal strategies may be direct or indirect
(Fein [1993]), including “economic and biological subjugation” (Wallimann and
Dobkowski). They may include killing of elites (i.e., “eliticide”); “elimination of
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national (racial, ethnic) culture and religious life with the intent of ‘denationa-
lization’”; and “prevention of normal family life, with the same intent” (Bauer). Helen
Fein’s earlier definition emphasizes “breaking the linkage between reproduction and
socialization of children in the family or group of origin,” which carries a step further
the Convention’s injunction against “preventing births within the group.”

Regardless of the strategy chosen, a consensus exists that genocide is “committed
with intent to destroy” (UN Convention), is “structural and systematic” (Horowitz),
“deliberate [and] organized” (Wallimann and Dobkowski), “sustained” (Harff),
and “a series of purposeful actions” (Fein; see also Thompson and Quets). Porter and
Horowitz stress the additional role of the state bureaucracy.

There is something of a consensus that group “destruction” must involve physical
liquidation, generally in the form of mass killing (see, e.g., Fein [1993], Charny,
Horowitz, Katz/Jones, Bloxham). In Peter Drost’s 1959 view, genocide was “collective
homicide and not official vandalism or violation of civil liberties. . . . It is directed
against the life of man and not against his material or mental goods.”* This is central
to my own framing of genocide.

My definition of genocide, cited above, alters only slightly that of Steven Katz as
published in his 1994 volume, 7he Holocaust in Historical Context, Vol. 1.5° Katz
stresses physical (and mass) killing as the core element of genocide, as do I. Like him,
I prefer to incorporate a much wider range of targeted groups under the genocide
rubric, as well as an acceptance of diverse genocidal agents and strategies. Unlike Katz,
I adopt a broader rather than narrower construction of genocidal intent (see further
below). I also question Katz’s requirement of the actual or attempted tota/ extermi-
nation of a group, substituting a phrasing of “in whole or in part,” following in this
respect the UN Convention’s definition.

In my original (2000) reworking of Katz’s definition, reproduced in this books first
edition, my alteration read “in whole or in substantial part.” This was an attempt to
emphasize that large numbers (either in absolute numbers or as a proportion of the
targeted group) needed to be attacked in order for the powerful term “genocide” to
take precedence over, for example, “homicide” or “mass killing.” However, on recon-
sideration, this was to view genocide from the perspective of its elite planners and
directors. What of those who kill at the grassroots, and perhaps murder “only” one
or several individuals? From this perspective, there is something to commend former
UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan’s evocative declaration, in his Nobel Peace Prize
acceptance speech in 2001, that “a genocide begins with the killing of one man —
not for what he has done, but because of who he is. . . . What begins with the failure
to uphold the dignity of one life, all too often ends with a calamity for entire
nations.” Moreover, legal scholars including William Schabas and Chile Eboe-Osuji
have cautioned against unnecessarily restricting the application of a genocide
framework to “substantial” killing. In Eboe-Osuji’s eloquent analysis of the UN
definition:

the theory of reading in the word “substantial” to the phrase “in part” is clearly
hazardous to the preventive purpose of the Genocide Convention, while arguably
not enhancing its punitive purpose. It does not enhance the punitive purpose
since it will be harder to convict any single accused of the crime of genocide.
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Not only will it be more difficult to show that the accused intended to destroy a
substantial part of the group, but it arguably needs to be shown that the accused
was in a position to destroy the substantial part of a protected group. . ..
The “substantial” part theory is, worse still, hazardous to the preventive purpose.
For in the throes of an unfolding apparent genocide, it will, in most cases, be
difficult to ascertain the state of mind of the perpetrators and planners in order
to establish whether or not they harbour joint or several intent to destroy a
“substantial” part of the group. The longer the delay in establishing whether or not
the perpetrators and planners harboured that intent, the longer it will take for the
international community to react and intervene with the level of urgency and
action required.>

Eboe-Osuji’s framing allows us to bring into the ambit of “genocide” such cases as
exterminations of indigenous people which, in their dimension of direct killing, are
often composed of a large number of relatively small massacres, not necessarily
centrally directed, and generally separated from each other spatially and temporally.
A final example of its utility is the case of the lynching of African Americans, discussed
in Chapter 13. If there is a case to be made that such murders were and are genocidal,
then we must reckon with a campaign in which usually “only” one or two people were
killed at a time.

In the cases of both colonial exterminations and lynching, however, what does
appear to lift the phenomena into the realm of genocide, apart from genocidal intent
(see below), is the fact that the local-level killing occurred as part of a “widespread
or systematic” campaign against the groups in question — to borrow an important
phrase from the legal language of crimes against humanity (see pp. 538—41). What
united the killers was a racial-cultural animus and sense of superiority, in which
individual actors were almost certainly and always aware that their actions were
taken to bolster and “defend” the wider perpetrator group. Demonstrating such a
consciousness is not a requirement for a legal finding of genocide, as it appears to
be for the findings of crimes against humanity. Nonetheless, in practice, it seems that
acts of murder are unlikely to be defined as genocidal — whether in law or in the
wider scholarship on the subject — unless they are empirically part of a “widespread
or systematic” campaign. The reader should be aware that this requirement, unspoken
hereafter, guides the analysis of genocide offered in this book, and the range of cases
presented to illustrace it.

The reader should keep in mind throughout, however, that there is just one
international-legal definition of genocide. When I touch on legal aspects of genocide,
I highlight the UN Convention definition; but I deploy it and other legal framings
instrumentally, not dogmatically. I seek to convey an understanding of genocide in
which international law is a vital but not a dominant consideration. In part, this is
because at the level of international law, genocide is perhaps being displaced by the
framing of “crimes against humanity,” which is easier to prosecute and imposes much
the same punishments as for genocide convictions. The result may be that “genocide,”
in the coming years and decades, will prove more significant as an intellectual and
scholarly framework (a heuristic device, for the jargon-inclined), and as a zoo! of
advocacy and mobilization. | return to this argument in Chapter 16.
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BOX 1.3 THE OTHER "“-CIDES"” OF GENOCIDE

The literature on genocide and mass violence has given rise to a host of terms derived
from Raphael Lemkin’s original “genocide.” A sampling follows.

Classicide. Term coined by Michael Mann to refer to “the intended mass killing of
entire social classes.” Examples: The destruction of the “kulaks” in Stalin’s USSR
(Chapter 5); Cambodia under the Khmer Rouge (Chapter 7). Source: Michael Mann,
The Dark Side of Democracy (Cambridge University Press, 2004).

Democide. Term invented by R.J. Rummel to encompass “the murder of any person
or people by a government, including genocide, politicide, and mass murder.”
Examples: Rummel particularly emphasizes the “megamurders” of twentieth-century
totalitarian regimes. Source: R.J. Rummel, Death by Government (Transaction
Publishers, 1997).

Ecocide. The wilful destruction of the natural environment and ecosystems, through
(a) pollution and other forms of environmental degradation and (b) military efforts
to undermine a population’s sustainability and means of subsistence. Examples:
Deforestation in the Amazon and elsewhere; US use of Agent Orange and other
defoliants in the Vietnam War (see p. 76); Saddam Hussein’s campaign against
the Marsh Arabs in Iraq (see Figure 1.3).%6 Source: Jared Diamond, Collapse: How
Societies Choose to Fail or Succeed (Viking, 2004).

Eliticide. The destruction of members of the socioeconomic elite of a targeted group
— political leaders, military officers, businesspeople, religious leaders, and cultural/
intellectual figures. (n.b. Sometimes spelled “elitocide.”) Examples: Poland under
Nazi rule (1939-45); Burundi (1972); Bosnia-Herzegovina in the 1990s. Source:
“Eliticide,” in Samuel Totten, Paul R. Bartrop, and Steven L. Jacobs, Dictionary of
Genocide, Vol. 1 (Greenwood Press, 2007), pp. 129-30.

Ethnocide. Term originally coined by Raphael Lemkin as a synonym for genocide;
subsequently employed (notably by the French ethnologist Robert Jaulin) to describe
patterns of cultural genocide, i.e., the destruction of a group’s cultural, linguistic,
and existential underpinnings, without necessarily killing members of the group.
Examples: The term has been used mostly with reference to indigenous peoples
(Chapter 3, Box 5a.1), to emphasize that their “destruction” as a group involves
more than simply the murder of group members. Source: Robert Jaulin, La paix
blanche: Introduction a I'ethnocide (“White Peace: Introduction to Ethnocide”) (Seuil,
1970).

The UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (2007) declares (Article 8):
“Indigenous peoples and individuals have the right not to be subjected to forced
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Figure 1.3 Two members of the Madan community in southern Iraq, known as the “Marsh Arabs,”
pole along a waterway in a traditional mashoof boat. The marshes and their population were viewed
as subversive redoubts by the Saddam Hussein dictatorship, which waged a campaign of “ecocide”
against the Madan in the 1990s, draining the marshes and turning much of the delicate ecosystem
into a desert. The recovery of the wetlands has been one of the few bright spots of the post-2003
period in Iraq, but only about 20,000 Madan remain of an original population of some half a
million.

Source: Hassan Janali/US Army Corps of Engineers/Wikimedia Commons.

assimilation or destruction of their culture,” and instructs states to “provide effective
mechanisms for prevention of, and redress for . . . any action which has the aim or
effect of depriving them of their integrity as distinct peoples, or of their cultural
values or ethnic identities . . . "*7

Femicide/Feminicide. The systematic murder of females for being female.
Examples: Female infanticide; killings in Ciudad Juarez, Mexico, in the 1990s and
2000s; the Ecole Polytechnique massacre in Montreal (1989). (See also Gendercide.)
Source: Diana E.H. Russell and Roberta A. Harmes, eds, Femicide in Global
Perspective (Teachers College Press, 2001).

Fratricide. Term coined by Michael Mann to describe the killing of factional enemies
within political (notably communist) movements. Examples: Stalin’s USSR (Chapter
5); Mao's China (Chapter 5); the Khmer Rouge (Chapter 7). Source: Michael Mann,
The Dark Side of Democracy (Cambridge University Press, 2004).
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Gendercide. The selective destruction of the male or female component of a group,
or of dissident sexual minorities (e.g., homosexuals, transvestites). Term originally
coined by Mary Anne Warren in 1985. Examples: Female infanticide; gender-selective
massacres of males (e.g., Srebrenica, Bosnia in 1995) (see Chapter 13). Source: Adam
Jones, ed., Gendercide and Genocide (Vanderbilt University Press, 2004).

Judeocide. The Nazi extermination of European Jews. Term coined by Arno Mayer
to avoid the sacrificial connotations of “Holocaust” (see also Shoah). Example: The
Jewish Holocaust (1941-45). Source: Arno J. Mayer, “Memory and History: On the
Poverty of Remembering and Forgetting the Judeocide,” Radical History Review, 56
(1993).

Linguicide. The destruction and displacement of languages. Examples: The forcible
supplanting of indigenous tongues as part of a wider ethnocidal campaign (see
“Ethnocide,” above); Turkish bans on the Kurdish language in education and the
media (repealed in 2009).7® Source: Steven L. Jacobs, “Language Death and Revival
after Cultural Destruction: Reflections on a Little Discussed Aspect of Genocide,”
Journal of Genocide Research, 7: 3 (2005).

Memoricide. The destruction “not only . . . of those deemed undesirable on the
territory to be ‘purified,” but . . . [of] any trace that might recall their erstwhile
presence (schools, religious buildings and so on)” (Jacques Sémelin). Term coined
by Croatian doctor and scholar Mirko D. Grmek during the siege of Sarajevo.
Examples: Israel in Palestine;>® Bosnia-Herzegovina in the 1990s. Source: Edgardo
Civallero, “"When Memory Turns into Ashes’ ... Memoricide During the XX
Century,” Information for Social Change, 25 (Summer 2007).

Omnicide. “The death of all”: the blanket destruction of humanity and other life
forms by weapons of mass destruction, especially nuclear weapons. Term coined by
John Somerville. Examples: None as yet, fortunately. Source: John Somerville,
“Nuclear ‘War’ is Omnicide,” Peace Research, April 1982.

Politicide. Barbara Harff and Ted Gurr’s term for mass killing according to political
affiliation, whether actual or imputed. Examples: Harff and Gurr consider “revo-
lutionary one-party states” to be the most common perpetrators of genocide. The
term may also be applied to the mass killings of alleged “communists” and
“subversives” in, e.g., Latin America during the 1970s and 1980s. Source: Barbara
Harff, “No Lessons Learned from the Holocaust? Assessing Risks of Genocide and
Political Mass Murder since 1955,” American Political Science Review, 97: 1 (2003).

Poorcide. Coined by S.P. Udayakumar in 1995 to describe “the genocide of the
poor” through structural poverty. Example: North-South economic relations. Source:
S.P. Udayakumar, “The Futures of the Poor,” Futures, 27: 3 (1995).
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Urbicide. The obliteration of urban living-space as a means of destroying the viability
of an urban environment, undermining the sustainability of its population and
eroding the cosmopolitan values they espouse. The term was apparently coined by
Marshall Berman in 1987 in reference to the blighted Bronx borough in New York;
it was popularized by former Belgrade mayor Bogdan Bogdanovic and a circle of
Bosnian architects to describe the Serb siege of Sarajevo (1992-95). Examples:
Carthage (146 BCE); Stalingrad (1942); Sarajevo (1992-95); Gaza (2008-09). Source:
Martin Coward, Urbicide: The Politics of Urban Destruction (Routledge, 2008).

WHAT IS DESTROYED IN GENOCIDE?

Many framers of genocide have emphasized physical killing as primary in the
equation — perhaps essential. For others, however — including Raphael Lemkin, and
to an extent the drafters of the UN Genocide Convention — physical and mass killing
is just one of a range of genocidal strategies. These observers stress the destruction
of the group as a sociocultural unit, not necessarily or primarily the physical anni-
hilation of its members. This question — what, precisely, is destroyed in genocide?
— has sparked one of genocide studies’ most fertile lines of inquiry. It is closely
connected to sociologist Martin Shaw, who in his 2007 Whar Is Genocide? called for
a greater emphasis on the social destruction of groups. For Shaw,

Because groups are social constructions, they can be neither constituted nor destroyed
simply through the bodies of their individual members. Destroying groups must
involve a lot more than simply killing, although killing and other physical harm
are rightly considered important to it. The discussion of group “destruction” is
obliged, then, to take seriously Lemkin’s “large view of this concept,” discarded
in genocide’s reduction to body counts, which centred on social destruction. . . .
The aim of “destroying” social groups is not reduced to killing their individual
members, but is understood as destroying groups’ social power in economic,
political and cultural senses. . . . [Genocide] involves mass killing bur . . . is much
more than mass killing.®°

Daniel Feierstein, and the emerging Argentine “school” of genocide studies, have
likewise stressed the destruction of social power and existential identizy as the essence
of genocide. For Feierstein, the “connecting thread” among cases of genocide is “a
technology of power based on the ‘denial of others,” their physical disappearance (their
bodies) and their symbolic disappearance (the memory of their existence).” The partial
(physical) elimination of the victim group “is intended to have a profound effect on
the survivors: iz aims to suppress their identity by destroying the network of social relations
that makes identity possible at all . . . The main objective of genocidal destruction is
the transformation of the victims into ‘nothing’ and the survivors into ‘nobodies,” that
is, their social death (see further discussion of this theme on pp. 119-20).°!
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The question of whether forms of destruction short of, or other than, physical
killing can in themselves constitute genocide touches directly on one of the oldest
debates in genocide studies and law: over cultural genocide. We have noted that
Lemkin placed great emphasis on human groups as culture carriers, and on the
destruction of cultural symbols as genocidal in and of itself: “the destruction of cultural
symbols is genocide, because it implies the destruction of their function and thus
menaces the existence of the social group which exists by virtue of its common
culture.”®? However, Lemkin felt that cultural genocide had to involve “acts of vio-
lence which are qualified as criminal by most of the criminal codes”:%* he was always
concerned that patterns of gradual cultural assimilation, for example, should not be
depicted as genocidal, or even necessarily malign.

Debates over cultural genocide were some of the most vigorous in the drafting
stages of the Genocide Convention, and it was Lemkin’s most personally wounding
experience in that process to see his concept jettisoned. The UN Secretariat draft of
1947, prepared with Lemkin’s direct input as well as that of legal experts Vespasian
Pella and Henri Donnedieu de Vabres, “divided genocide into three categories,
physical, biological and cultural genocide.”®* But the Sixth Committee of 1948
eliminated cultural genocide, and the Convention as subsequently passed privileged
physical killing first and foremost (even more so in its actual application).

Nonetheless, the Sixth Committee did grant that one aspect of the cultural
genocide framework be reinserted in the Convention. It is enshrined as Article 2(e),
which outlaws “forcibly transferring children of the group to another group,” and
the consequent elimination of those children as culture-bearers for the victimized
group. Article 2(e) has not, by itself, sustained a conviction for genocide in inter-
national law. But it bas figured in an important quasi-legal process, the Australian
governmental commission that issued a report on the forcible transfer of aboriginal
children to white families and institutions, Bringing Them Home (1997). We will see
in Chapter 3 that this report controversially used the language of “genocide” on the
basis of Article 2(e).

Unsurprisingly, it is aboriginal and indigenous peoples, and their supporters in
activist circles and academia, who have placed the greatest emphasis on cultural
genocide in issuing appeals for recognition and restitution. Indigenous peoples who
experienced settler colonialism, as sociologist Robert van Kricken has argued, have
in common “a heartfelt and persistent sense of inflicted violence, pain and suffering
at the heart of the settler-colonial project.” As a result, they have evinced a “par-
ticularly strong . . . support for an understanding [of genocide] which goes beyond
outright killing”® — a phenomenon explored in Buffy Sainte-Marie’s masterful song,
“My Country "Tis of Thy People You're Dying” (see pp. 112-14).%

Also unsurprisingly, it was the settler-colonial regimes who were most “anxious to
exclude cultural genocide” from the Genocide Convention, as Raphael Lemkin’s
biographer John Cooper points out. South Africa, settler-conquered and racially-ruled,
of course voted to delete the clause. So too did “many members of the Commonwealth
with indigenous populations,” including Canada and New Zealand.®’

Nonetheless, despite this early and enduring sidelining of cultural genocide from
legal understandings of genocide, the concept has resurged in this setting in the 1990s
— not as genocidal in isself; bur as powerfully indicative of genocide. Specifically, as John
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Quigley notes, “the destruction of cultural objects may provide evidence that such
acts were done with intent to destroy the group.”®® This was most prominent in
the proceedings of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia
(ICTY), established in 1993 as war and genocide in the Balkans were still raging.
Serbian obliteration of Bosnian Muslim cultural symbols, especially mosques (see
Figure 1.4) and the main library complex in Sarajevo, was entered into evidence to
demonstrate Serbian intent to destroy Bosnian Muslims as a group, though individual
convictions for genocide were based on the perpetrators’ physical killing of group
members, or the infliction of “serious bodily . . . harm” upon them.

Since the first edition of this book appeared, explorations of genocide as including
the destruction of “social power” and group culture have been among the most fertile
lines of investigation in genocide studies. Martin Shaw’s framing of genocidal
destruction resonates in the mind long after one has read it, and seems to me one of
the most searching conceptualizations of the subject. Notions of cultural destruction
as suggestive (or legally indicative) of genocidal intent strike me as persuasive and
highly meaningful. The full-scale and semi-official destruction of cultural symbols

001839210

Figure 1.4 UN peacekeepers walk past a destroyed mosque in Ahmigi, Bosnia-Herzegovina, in April
1993. Génocidaires often attempt to obliterate a group’s cultural, religious, and intellectual symbols as
part of their broader campaign of destruction. For Raphael Lemkin, these constituted cultural forms of
genocide, and were essential to his understanding of the phenomenon. International law, and most
scholarship, has generally made mass killing definitional to the crime of genocide; but such attacks on a
group’s cultural integrity are considered indicative of a wider genocidal strategy, for legal purposes. Thus,
the image shown here was tagged for submission as evidence to the International Criminal Tribunal
for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) in The Hague, Netherlands (see Chapter 15).

Source: Courtesy International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia ICTY), www.icty.org.
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seems entirely relevant to the study of genocide (notably with regard to indigenous
peoples), and to legal prosecutions of genocide in the contemporary period. Lower-
level acts of vandalism, defacing, hate speech and graffiti, and book-burning are also
significant in developing strategies of prevention and intervention (Chapter 16). They
occupy a position on the “genocidal continuum” described by the anthropologist
Nancy Scheper-Hughes (Chapter 11). As such, they not only point to everyday
patterns of anathematization and exclusion that may otherwise be overlooked, but
may serve as harbingers of serious acts of violence against targeted groups — up to
and including genocidal outbreaks. As such, they should prompt serious concern in
the national communities in question, and the international community as well.

The question remains, however, whether strategies of social and cultural “destruc-
tion” should be considered genocidal in the absence of systematic killing, or at least
widespread physical astack. 1 believe they should not be. I will cite two examples,
situated at different points on the “genocidal continuum,” to make my point.

One of the principal cultural divides in Canada is between descendants of Anglo-
Saxon and Gallic civilizations in Western Europe. Quebec’s “Quiet Revolution” in
the 1960s radically destabilized the longstanding hegemony of the Anglos in the
province. Francophone nationalism spilled over, at the end of the 1960s, into small-
scale acts of terrorism and political assassination, but also gave rise to a mass political
movement that brought the separatist Parti Québécois (PQ) to power in 1976. In
ensuing years, the PQ pursued a broad nationalist campaign that included seeking
political separation through referenda, institutionalizing French-language require-
ments in all schools and public signage (Bill 101), and requiring bilingualism in
workplaces with over 50 employees. Graffiti began to appear around Montreal
reading “101 ou401” — accept the nationalist legislation of Bill 101, or take Highway
401 from Montreal to the Anglo bastion of Toronto in next-door Ontario.

The Anglo community in Montreal and elsewhere in Quebec organized to resist
these measures, and a regular feature of their discourse was the language of mass
atrocity to describe the Anglophone plight in Quebec. PQ cabinet minister Camille
Laurin, depicted as “the father of Bill 101,” was accused of inflicting “linguistic
genocide” on the English minority.®” “Words like ‘cultural re-engineering’ and ‘akin
to ethnic cleansing’ were printed” at the time,”® and they remain popular to the
present day.”!

I think most readers will agree that such rhetoric was and is overheated. Yet the
result of more than four decades of francophone ascendancy in Quebec has indeed
been the real displacement of the Anglo community. Hundreds of thousands of
Anglos chose Highway 401 over Bill 101. The native English-speaking population
of Quebec declined precipitously, from 13.8 percentin 1951 to 8.2 percent in 2006.7
French is now a requirement of most middle- and upper-level positions in society,
politics, and the economy. Proposed measures to ban even the apostrophe in the name
of the department store “Eaton’s” were overturned in court battles; in 1993, the UN’s
Human Rights Committee, ruling on a case brought by representatives of Quebec’s
English minority, found the province’s sign laws in contravention of international
rights treaties. “A State may choose one or more official languages,” declared the
UNHCR, “but it may not exclude outside the spheres of public life, the freedom to
express oneself in a certain language.””? Even in the wake of those decisions, French
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text must be at least twice as large as English on all commercial signage, and street
signs are French-only outside spheres of federal jurisdiction.”

So has Anglo power been “destroyed” in Quebec, in whole or in substantial part?
Arguably, yes. But as with similar affirmative-action measures in countries like
Malaysia and (for a while) Lebanon, Bill 101 seems to have achieved a reconfiguration
of power relations that is largely acceptable to the Anglos that remain.”” Again,
the genocide framing seems unhelpful and outsized, because whatever measures
of positive discrimination/affirmative action have been instituted to benefit the
francophone majority, and redress longstanding disadvantages vis-a-vis the Anglos,
they have not spilled over into systematic violence, severe persecution, and murderous
rampages against the targeted minority.

Consider a second case. In August 1972, the Ugandan dictator Idi Amin — an
incarnation of evil in the 1970s — issued a stunning order. All Ugandan citizens of
Asian (overwhelmingly Indian) descent were to be stripped of their property and
forced either to leave the country within 90 days, or to accept “banishment to remote
and arid areas, where they could occupy themselves as farmers” — a familiar motif in
mass atrocity campaigns, forcing a commercially-identified subgroup to engage
in “productive” agricultural labour. Despite international protest, noted Leo Kuper
in his seminal 1981 volume, “the expulsions took their uninhibited course. The
victims were brutally treated, a few were killed, and they were systematically stripped
of their possessions, which were distributed to, or seized as booty by, soldiers and other
supporters of the regime.””®

Here we have an instance of persecution, dispossession, forcible uprooting, and
expulsion. The result was the ota/ destruction of the Indian-descended community
of Uganda as a social entity, and the internal displacement or forced exile of the vast
majority of its members (about 75,000 people). This would surely meet Shaw’s
requirement that the essence of the genocidal enterprise be sought in its attempted
destruction of a group’s social power. Yet Shaw does not mention Uganda’s Indians
in his book. As for Kuper’s early analysis, it is not clear to me that he considers the
targeting of the Indians to be genocidal as such — he certainly places more emphasis
on “the slaughter . . . [of] almost every conceivable category of victim” in Amin’s
wider political and ethnic liquidations, neatly all of which occurred affer the Indian
expulsions.”” Since Kuper’s book appeared, I have not seen the Ugandan Indians
explored as a case of genocide in the comparative literature — nor do I feel the need
to correct a perceived oversight in this regard. The reason for the widespread silence
seems to be that Ugandan Indians were largely preserved from the large-scale slaughter
that Amin meted out to other political and ethnic opponents. The substantial
undermining or even outright destruction of a group’s social, economic, political, and
cultural power and presence does not seem, by itself, to warrant the “genocide” label,
if it is not accompanied by mass killing. To reiterate, though, where such systematic
forms of cultural targeting and persecution can be isolated, their significance is
considerable for the interpretation, prosecution, and prevention of genocide.
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MULTIPLE AND OVERLAPPING IDENTITIES

Huge controversy has attended the Genocide Convention’s exclusion of all but
four human categories — national, ethnic, racial, and religious groups — from the
convention’s list of protected groups. We are also, as noted, increasingly conscious that
the alleged stability and integrity of these groups is very much open to question —
not least because group identity is often imposed (even imagined) by perpetrators
rather than claimed by targets.

Less recognized is the fact that these identities, along with the “big three” missing
from the Genocide Convention (political, social, and gender groups), never exist
in isolation. Genocidal targeting is a/ways the result of a blurring and blending of
identities. As psychologist David Moshman has written, “All genocides involve
multiple motives, complex interactions of causal factors, and groups that can be divided
and defined in multiple ways. . . . A purist definition of genocide requiring unmixed
motives, singular causes, and discrete groups would render the concept irrelevant to
the actual social worlds of human beings.””®

This is why victims may be simultaneously viewed as (for example) representatives
of a dangerous ethnicity, an insurgent or rapacious social class, a threatening political
entity, and a malevolent gender group — in fact, with that particular recipe, we have
just sketched the outline of a great many modern genocides. It is also why the
“other -cides” of genocide studies, rather than being frivolous, are vital to identifying
the interwoven threads of identity, whether claimed or imputed. Hence, “a given
campaign of mass killing can easily be labeled as genocidal, democidal, politicidal,
eliticidal, and gendercidal all at once — with each of these designations representing
an analytical cut that exposes one aspect of the campaign and serves to buttress
comparative studies of a particular ‘cide.”””

The “hard” test for these assertions is the genocide that many still see as having been
impelled by perhaps the fiercest racial-ethnic-biological animus imaginable: the Jewish
Holocaust (Chapter 6). In his detailed exploration of Nazi anti-semitic propaganda,
The Jewish Enemy, historian Jeffrey Herf delivered a surprising verdict: “that the radical
anti-Semitic ideology that justified and accompanied the mass murder of European
Jewry was first and foremost a paranoid political, rather than biological, conviction
and narrative.” What was vital was not “the way Jews were said to look” but what
“Hitler and his associates . . . believed ‘international Jewry did . . .”®° This was the
foundation of the mixed political-ethnic construction of “the threatening Jewish-
Bolshevik danger,” in the language of a 1943 press report.?! “Judeo-Bolshevism” was
the international communist conspiracy allegedly headed by Jews in order to advance
their project of political/economic/ethnic-racial/religious/sexual conquest and
domination.?> A Nazi propaganda pamphlet from 1941 described “Bolshevism”
— “this system of chaos, extermination and terror” — as “conceived and led by Jews™:

Through subversion and propaganda, world Jewry attempts to gather the uprooted
and racially inferior elements of all peoples together in order to lead an exter-
mination battle [Vernichrungskampf] against everything positive, against native
customs and the nation, against religion and culture, against order and morals. The
goal is the introduction of chaos through world revolution and the establishment
of a Jewish state under Jewish leadership.®’
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Figure 1.5 “Nazi antisemitic propaganda frequently linked Jews to the fears of their German and foreign audiences. This [1943]
poster, displayed in the German-occupied Soviet Union to foment both anti-Soviet and antisemitic fervor, uses the stereotype
of the bloodthirsty ‘Jewish Bolshevik commissar’ to associate ‘the Jew” with the murder of more than 9,000 Soviet citizens in
Vinnytsia, Ukraine, an atrocity committed by Stalin’s secret police in 1937-38. German forces uncovered the massacre in May
1943.” The identities that génocidaires impute to their victims — here, a mix of racial/ethnic, political, and gender ones — overlap
and interpenetrate in complex ways (the Cyrillic caption reads “Vinnytsia.” See also Figure 13.10, p. 488).

Source: Library of Congress, Prints and Photographs Division, Washington, DC.
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In a single sentence (“Through subversion . . . ”), the Judeo-Bolshevik is depicted
as a “racial,” “nation[al],” “religi[ous]” and “cultur[al]” enemy, seeking to erode
German “customs,” social “order,” and “morals” for good measure. Add the identi-
fication of the Jew as a military enemy — as the Nazi wartime adage had it, “Wherever
there is [a] partisan, there is a Jew, and wherever there is a Jew, there is a partisan”
—and one has the essential ingredients of the ideological pastiche and morzal terror
that fuelled the architects and perpetrators of the Holocaust.®> According to Martin

Shaw,

SS Einsatzgruppen reports in the wake of the invasion of the Soviet Union
identified no fewer than forty-four overlapping “target groups” ... When an
Einsatzgruppen killer pulled his trigger, could victims always tell — or care — whether
they were killed as Slavs, as communists or as Jews, even if the perpetrators later
produced grisly reports claiming to itemize the numbers of victims in different
categories? Can we, historians and sociologists many decades later, make these
distinctions with certainty?8¢

DYNAMISM AND CONTINGENCY

In Chapter 6, we will explore how the historiography of the Holocaust evolved from
an “intentionalist” position — depicting the attempted extermination of European
Jews as a policy intended from the very outset of the Nazi movement — to a more
“functionalist” perspective, emphasizing contingency and situational context, and
finally to a synthesis of the two perspectives. Broadly speaking, the Nazi agenda
underwent a cumulative radicalization. An exterminatory agenda evolved, shaped
(though in no way mechanistically determined) by forces beyond the control of the
principal perpetrators. Discriminatory legislation gave way to outright persecution,
forced migration, ghettoization, enslavement, massacre, and finally industrialized
mass killing. In the phrase coined by Karl A. Schleunes, it was a “twisted road to
Auschwitz” — and Schleunes can take credit for first supplying an “interpretation of
the Final Solution as a product of unplanned evolution rather than premeditated
‘grand design,”” in historian Christopher Browning’s words.®”

At each stage, objective factors — notably the bureaucratic challenges of realizing
and administering the master-race fantasy — influenced outcomes chosen by at least
somewhat rational perpetrators. Nonetheless, hateful ideologies and persecutory
programs were evident from the outset, and throughout, so that a clear line of
connection can be drawn from the earliest Nazi activity after World War One,
and the exterminatory outburst against Jews and others that we know as the
Holocaust.

Genocide studies has displayed a similar intellectual trajectory. In tandem with
an increased recognition of multiple and overlapping identities, monocausal models
of carefully-planned and long-nurtured mass slaughters have given way to a recog-
nition that genocide, in Mark Levene’s words, “is not necessarily preordained but
will come out of a concatenation or matrix of ingredients and contingencies . . . only
crystallising in specific and usually quite extraordinary circumstances of acute state
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and societal crisis.” In the colonial collision with indigenous peoples worldwide, for
example, Levene sees “the same scenario . . . played out time and time again”:

Whether on coastal shore, distant prairie or desert interior, both North America
and Australia witnessed essentially the same native-settler dynamic: first contact in
which there were tentative and strained efforts at co-existence; mounting native
resistance to increasing and insupportable settler depredations; a redoubled settler
determination to seize absolute territorial control; an ensuing crisis leading to a
genocidal explosion; finally an aftermath in which any surviving . . . natives either
retreat elsewhere or are allowed to exist as subjugated dependants on the margins
of the now established and victorious white society.®

Historian Benjamin Madley has emphasized that indigenous resistance to conquest
and exploitation often led to colonial genocides against native peoples.®” Levene has
likewise noted that native resistance can create “a dynamic in which perpetrator-state
violence leads to tenacious people resistance, provoking in turn a ratcheting up of the
perpetrator’s response” and a genocidal consequence.”® Dirk Moses, another leading
scholar of colonial and imperial genocides, agrees: “Resistance leads to reprisals and
counterinsurgency that can be genocidal when they are designed to ensure that never
again would such resistance occur.”! Nor is the pattern limited to colonial cases.
Examining the Rwandan genocide in his 2006 book The Order of Genocide, political
scientist Scott Straus argued that far from a “meticulously planned” extermination,

a dynamic of escalation was critical to the hardliners’ choice of genocide. The more
the hardliners felt that they were losing power and the more they felt that their
armed enemy was not playing by the rules, the more the hardliners radicalized.
After the president [Juvénal Habyarimana] was assassinated [on April 6, 1994] and
the [RPF] rebels began advancing, the hardliners let loose. They chose genocide
as an extreme, vengeful, and desperate strategy to win a war that they were losing.
Events and contingency mattered.””

THE QUESTION OF GENOCIDAL INTENT

Most scholars and legal theorists agree that intent defines genocide.”® A “special
intent” must be shown to target members of a particular group “as such.” Leaving
aside the question of what “as such” can mean when genocide always targets its victims
on the basis of multiple identities (see above), what defines special intent for legal
purposes?

We can begin by distinguishing intent from motive. According to Gellately and
Kiernan, in criminal law, including international criminal law, the specific motive is
irrelevant. Prosecutors need only to prove that the criminal act was intentional, not
accidental.”* As legal scholar John Quigley notes,

In prosecutions for genocide, tribunals have not required proof of a motive . . . .
The personal motive of the perpetrator of the crime of genocide may be, for
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example, to obtain personal economic benefits, or political advantage or some
form of power. The existence of a personal motive does not preclude the
perpetrator from also having the specific intent to commit genocide.”

A holistic understanding of “special intent” to commit genocide combines specific
intent, on the one hand, with general intent, on the other. Specific intent implies a
direct and manifest connection between act and outcome: for example, executing in
cold blood a member of a designated group. For some scholars, a charge of genocide
should not be considered if a specific intent cannot be demonstrated; many would
consider it probative of a kind of “first-degree” genocide.”®

With general intent, the act and its genocidal consequences may be relatively
widely separated in geographical and temporal terms. This “includes cases in which
the perpetrators did not intend to harm others but should have realized or known
that the behavior made the harm likely.” For example, “forcibly removing other
members to reservations and then withholding food and medicine, and kidnapping
many of their children to raise as slaves outside of the group’s culture clearly results
in the destruction of that group of people, even if that result is neither intended nor
desired.”””

Note again that motive is not central in the equation. When colonists removed
indigenous populations from their historic territories to barren reservations, their
primary motive was to gain possession of land and resources, not to exterminate
natives for the simple satisfaction of destroying an “execrable race.” Nevertheless, if
the coveting of native lands led to the removal of indigenous populations to territories
incapable of sustaining life; if this unsustainability was “reasonably foreseeable,” and
confirmed when the deported population started to die ez masse;”® and if the policies
were not promptly reversed or ameliorated, then genocidal intent may still be said
to have existed — albeit in a general form.”

Recent legislation and case-law have incorporated this understanding of general
as well as specific intent. The Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court
(1998), for instance, declares that “a person has intent where . . . in relation to
conduct, that person means to cause that consequence or is aware that it will occur
in the ordinary course of events.”'° Likewise, the International Criminal Tribunal
for Rwanda stated in its historic Akayesu judgment (1998) that “the offender is
culpable because he knew or should have known that the act committed would
destroy, in whole or in part, a group.”'”! As John Quigley points out, the trial
chamber in this case decided “that the intent required for liability, even as a principal,
can be satisfied by less than purpose”!%? — that is, by a general intent, rather than a
specific one.

Establishing the mens rea (mental element) of genocidal intent poses significant
challenges. How can one know what is in the perpetrator’s mind? In the absence of
a formal confession, intent must be inferred. In the Akayesu case of the International
Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, for example,

the Trial Chamber submitted that genocidal intent could be inferred from a
number of indicators, such as a general range of criminal acts systematically
targeting the same group, committed by the same perpetrator or others, the scale
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and nature of these acts, and the fact that victims were systematically and
deliberately singled out because of their membership of a group, in contrast to
non-group members.!'%

CONTESTED CASES OF GENOCIDE

With the varied academic definitions of genocide, and the ambiguities surrounding
both the Genocide Convention and historical interpretation, it is not surprising that
nearly every posited case of genocide will be discounted by someone else. Even the
“classic” genocides of the twentieth century have found their systematic minimizers
and deniers (see Chapter 14). With this in mind, let us consider a few controversial
events and human institutions. What can the debate over the applicability of a
genocide framework in these cases tell us about definitions of genocide, the ideas
and interests that underlie those definitions, and the evolution in thinking about
genocide? I will offer my own views in each case. Readers are also encouraged to
consult the discussion of “famine crimes” in Chapters 2 and 5, and of genocide against
political groups in Chapter 5 on Stalin’s USSR.

Atlantic slavery — and after

Slavery is pervasive in human societies throughout history. Arguably in no context,
however, did it result in such massive mortality as with Atlantic slavery between the
sixteenth and nineteenth centuries.!%

A reasonable estimate of the deaths caused by this institution is fifteen to twenty
million people — by any standard, a major human cataclysm.'® However, Atlantic
slavery is rarely included in analyses or anthologies of genocide. A notable exception
— Seymour Drescher’s chapter in Is the Holocaust Unique? — avoids the “genocide”
label, and stresses the differences between slavery and the Holocaust.!% (Admittedly,
these are not few.) More recently, the human rights scholar Michael Ignatieff has cited
slavery-as-genocide arguments as a leading example of the tendency to “banalize”
the genocide framework:

Thus slavery is called genocide, when — whatever else it was — it was a system to
exploit the living racher than to exterminate them. . . . Genocide has no meaning
unless the crime can be connected to a clear intention to exterminate a human
group in whole or in part. Something more than rhetorical exaggeration for effect
is at stake here. Calling every abuse or crime a genocide makes it steadily more
difficult to rouse people to action when a genuine genocide is taking place.'”’

Ignatieff’s argument — that it was in slaveowners interest to keep slaves alive, not
exterminate them — is probably the most common argument against slavery-as-
genocide. Others point to the ubiquity of slavery through time; the large-scale
collaboration of African chiefs and entrepreneurs in corraling Africans for slavery;
and the supposedly cheery results of slavery for slaves’ descendants, at least in North
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Figure 1.6 The deaths of millions of enslaved Africans
— before, during, and after the dreaded “Middle
Passage” to the Americas and Caribbean — were
accompanied on the plantations by a culture of terror
and violence, aimed at keeping slaves quiescent and
in a state of “social death.” Peter, a whipped slave in
Baton Rouge, Louisiana, displayed his scars in April
1863. “Overseer Artayou Carrier whipped me,” Peter
told the photographer. “I was two months in bed sore
from the whipping.”

Source: US National Archives and Records
Administration/Wikimedia Commons.

America. Even some African-American commentators have celebrated their “deliv-
erance” from strife-torn Africa to lands of opportunity in America.!%

My own view is that these arguments are mostly sophistry, serving to deflect
responsibility for one of history’s greatest crimes. To call Adantic slavery genocide is
not to claim that “every abuse or crime” is genocide, as Ignatieff asserts; nor is it even
to designate all slavery as genocidal. Rather, it seems to me an appropriate response
to particular slavery institutions that inflicted “incalculable demographic and social
losses” on West African societies,'” as well as meeting every other requirement of
the UN Genocide Convention’s definition.!'” Moreover, the killing and destruction
were intentional, whatever the incentives to preserve survivors of the Atlantic passage
for labor exploitation. To revisit the issue of intent already touched on: If an
institution is deliberately maintained and expanded by discernible agents, though
all are aware of the hecatombs of casualties it is inflicting on a definable human group,
then why should this not qualify as genocide?
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The aftermath of Atlantic slavery — reverberating through African-American
societies to the present — also produced one of the very first petitions ever presented
to the United Nations on the subject of genocide. In December 1951, “only 11
months after the Genocide Convention went into effect,” a petition titled We Charge
Genocide was submitted by African-American activists, headed by the lawyer and
communist activist William L. Patterson, and the great actor, scholar, and singer Paul
Robeson. Nearly sixty years later, the document must be regarded as one of the
central, and earliest, documents of the US civil rights era. It is also nuanced in its
reading of the Genocide Convention, claiming to have “scrupulously kept within
the purview” of the new law. It specifies Article II(c) (“deliberately inflicting on the
group conditions of life . . .”), that is indirect/structural genocide, as a foundational
aspect of the claim. It also “pray[s] for the most careful reading of this material by
those who have always regarded genocide as a term to be used only where the acts
of terror evinced an intent to destroy a whole nation,” arguing instead for a
recognition that the Convention prohibits the selective/partial destruction of a group,
as well as its wholesale extermination.!!!

BOX 1.4 WE CHARGE GENOCIDE

To the General Assembly of the United Nations:

The responsibility of being the first in history to charge the government of the United
States of America with the crime of genocide is not one your petitioners take lightly.
... But if the responsibility of your petitioners is great, it is dwarfed by the respon-
sibility of those guilty of the crime we charge. Seldom in human annals has so
iniquitous a conspiracy been so gilded with the trappings of respectability. Seldom has
mass murder on the score of “race” been so sanctified by law, so justified by those
who demand free elections abroad even as they kill their fellow citizens who demand
free elections at home. Never have so many individuals
been so ruthlessly destroyed amid so many tributes to
the sacredness of the individual. The distinctive trait of
this genocide is a cant that mouths aphorisms of Anglo-
Saxon jurisprudence even as it kills. . . .

Our evidence concerns the thousands of Negroes who
over the years have been beaten to death on chain

Figure 1.7 We Charge Genocide, the text of one of the first
genocide declarations ever issued — in 1951, against the US
government for its policies toward “the Negro people.” This
is the cover of the 1970 International Publishers edition.

Source: International Publishers/www.intpubnyc.com.
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gangs and in the back rooms of sheriff’s offices, in the cells of county jails, in precinct
police stations and on city streets, who have been framed and murdered by sham
legal forms and by a legal bureaucracy. It concerns those Negroes who have been
killed, allegedly for failure to say “sir” or tip their hats or move aside quickly enough,
or, more often, on trumped up charges of “rape,” but in reality for trying to vote
or otherwise demanding the legal and inalienable rights and privileges of United
States citizenship formally guaranteed them by the Constitution of the United States,
rights denied them on the basis of “race,” in violation of the Constitution of the
United States, the United Nations Charter and the Genocide Convention.

We shall offer proof of economic genocide, or in the words of the Convention, proof
of “deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about
its destruction in whole or in part.” We shall prove that such conditions so swell the
infant and maternal death rate and the death rate from disease, that the American
Negro is deprived, when compared with the remainder of the population of the
United States, of eight years of life on the average. . . .

We have proved “killing members of the group” [Article ll(a) of the UN Genocide
Convention] — but the case after case after case cited does nothing to assuage the
helplessness of the innocent Negro trapped at this instant by police in a cell which
will be the scene of his death. We have shown “mental and bodily harm* in violation
of Article ll[(b)] of the Genocide Convention but this proof can barely indicate the
life-long terror of thousands on thousands of Negroes forced to live under the
menace of official violence, mob law and the Ku Klux Klan.!'2 We have tried to reveal
something of the deliberate infliction “on the group of conditions which bring about
its physical destruction in whole or in part” [Article II(c)] — but this cannot convey the
hopeless despair of those forced by law to live in conditions of disease and poverty
because of race, of birth, of color. We have shown incitements to commit genocide,
shown that a conspiracy exists to commit it, and now we can only add that an entire
people, not only unprotected by their government but the object of government-
inspired violence, reach forth their hands to the General Assembly in appeal. Three
hundred years is a long time to wait. And now we ask that world opinion, that the
conscience of mankind as symbolized by the General Assembly of the United Nations,
turn not a deaf ear to our entreaty.

From We Charge Genocide: The Historic Petition to the United Nations
for Relief from a Crime of the United States Government against the
Negro People (New York: International Publishers, 1970 [originally issued
in December 1951]), pp. 4-5, 195-96.

Among the atrocities, abuses, and discrimination detailed in We Charge Genocide
(see Box 1.4) was the murder of “10,000 Negroes . . . on the basis of ‘race,””!'* many
of them the widespread “vigilante” lynchings of the post-slavery period. These
atrocities were inflicted with the tacit and often enthusiastic approval of local com-
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munities and authorities, as I explore in further detail in Chapter 13 (pp. 482-87).
Nevertheless, the United Nations General Assembly, still dominated by the US at that
early stage of the UN’s evolution, refused to accept the petition.!!*

Area bombing and nuclear warfare

Controversy has swirled around the morality both of the area bombing of German
and Japanese cities by British and US air forces, and the atomic bombing of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki in August 1945. The key issue in both cases is at what point
legitimate military action becomes genocide. The line is difficult to draw, in part due
to the intimate relationship between war and genocide, discussed in detail in Chapter
2. In the case of “area” bombing (in which cities were blanketed with high explosives),
the debate centers on the military utility and morality of the policy. “The effects
[themselves] are clear and undisputed,” according to Markusen and Kopf: “By the
end of the war in 1945, every large and medium-sized German city, as well as many
smaller ones had been destroyed or badly damaged by the Allied strategic-bombing
offensive. . . . Estimates of deaths range from about 300,000 to 600,000 . . . . Most
of the civilian victims were women, infants, and elderly people.”!!®

Similar destruction was inflicted on Japan, where some 900,000 civilians died in
all. A single night’s fire-bombing of Tokyo (March 9-10, 1945) killed 90,000 to

Figure 1.8 The almost unimaginable devastation inflicted ~ Figure 1.9 A destroyed temple amidst the ruins of Nagasaki,
on German and Japanese cities in the Allied area bombing  Japan, following the atomic bombing of August 9, 1945,
campaigns of 1943—45 led some observers to allege thata  three days after Hiroshima. An estimated 70,000 people were

“just war” spilled over into genocide. This photo shows killed at Nagasaki, either in the explosion or from burns and
the heart of the historic German city of Dresden, radiation sickness afterward. The “conventional” Allied
destroyed by a firestorm generated by US and British bombing of Tokyo on March 9-10, 1945 killed even more.

incendiary bombing on February 13-15, 1945. An
estimated 25,000-35,000 civilians were killed.

Source: Deutsche Fotothek/Wikimedia Commons.

Source: Lynn P. Walker, Jr./Wikimedia Commons.
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100,000 people, more than in the atomic bombing of Nagasaki.!'® Was this militarily

necessary, or at least defensible? Did it shorten the war, and thereby save the lives of
large numbers of Allied soldiers? Should daylight bombing have been pursued, even
though it was of dubious efficacy and led to the deaths of more Allied pilots? Or was
the bombing indefensible, killing more civilians than military requirements could
justify?

From a genocide-studies perspective, at issue is whether civilian populations were
targeted (1) outside the boundaries of “legitimate” warfare, and (2) on the basis of
their ethnic or national identity. Answers have differed, with Leo Kuper arguing that
area and atomic bombing were genocidal.''” After a nuanced consideration of the
matter, Eric Markusen and David Kopfagreed.!'® Others rejected the genocide frame-
work. The Nuremberg prosecutor Telford Taylor argued that the area bombings “were
certainly not ‘genocides’ within the meaning of the Convention . . . Berlin, London
and Tokyo were not bombed because their inhabitants were German, English or
Japanese, but because they were enemy strongholds. Accordingly, the killing ceased
when the war ended and there was no longer any enemy.”'"”

The genocide framing is perhaps more persuasively applied in the Japanese case,
given the racist propaganda that pervaded the Pacific War, including a common
depiction of Japanese as apes and vermin (see Chapter 2). As well, the bombing
reached a crescendo when Japan was arguably prostrate before Allied air power —
though this would also apply to the destruction of Dresden in Germany, when total
Allied victory was already assured. At times in both the German and Japanese cases,
but particularly in the latter, the destruction caused by the “thousand-bomber” raids
and similar assaults appears to have been inflicted as much to test what was technically
and logistically possible as to pursue a coherent military objective.

Fewer ambiguities attach to the atomic bombings of Japan at war’s end. Both of
the Supreme Allied Commanders, General Dwight D. Eisenhower and General
Douglas MacArthur, considered them to be “completely unnecessary.”'*® Other
options were also available to the US planners — including a softening of the demand
for unconditional surrender, and demonstration bombings away from major popu-
lation centers. The destruction of Nagasaki, in particular, seemed highly gratuitous,
since the power of atomic weaponry was already evident, and the Japanese govern-
ment was in crisis talks on surrender.!?!

UN sanctions against Iraq

Following Saddam Hussein’s invasion and occupation of Kuwait in August 1990,
the United Nations, spearheaded by the US and Great Britain, imposed sweeping
economic sanctions on Iraq. These lasted beyond the 1991 Gulf War and, with
modifications, were maintained through to the invasion and occupation of Iraq in
2003.

It soon became evident that the sanctions were exacting an enormous human toll
on Iraqis, particularly children. According to a “criminal complaint” filed by former
US Attorney General Ramsey Clark before a people’s tribunal in Madrid, the policies
were nothing short of genocidal:
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The United States and its officials[,] aided and abetted by others[,] engaged in a
continuing pattern of conduct. .. to impose, maintain and enforce extreme
economic sanctions and a strict military blockade on the people of Iraq for the
purpose of injuring the entire population, killing its weakest members, infants,
children, the elderly and the chronically ill, by depriving them of medicines,
drinking water, food, and other essentials.'**

The resulting debate has sparked controversy and some rancor among genocide
scholars. A majority rejects the idea that genocide can be inflicted by “indirect” means
such as sanctions, or assigns the bulk of responsibility for Iraqi suffering to the corrupt
and dictatorial regime of Saddam Hussein. Such arguments also emphasize the
modifications to the sanctions regime in the 1990s, notably the introduction of an
“Oil-for-Food” arrangement by which limited food and humanitarian purchases
could be made with Iraqi oil revenues under UN oversight.!*

Those, including myself, who hold that the Iraq sanctions did constitute genocide
acknowledge the despotic nature of the Iraqi regime (see, e.g., Box 4a). However, they
point to the human damage linked by many impartial observers to the sanctions,
and the awareness of that damage among key leadership figures. In legal scholar John
Quigley’s estimation, “the deaths being caused by the sanctions were widely known,
even as the UN Security Council repeatedly voted to extend sanctions.”'? Critics also
cite the notorious comments of then-US Secretary of State Madeleine Albright in
May 1996. Asked about statistics indicating 500,000 child deaths from sanctions,
Albright said: “I think this is a very hard choice. But the price — we think the price
is worth it.”!#> Is this “infanticide masquerading as policy,” as US Congressman David
Bonior alleged?!?

The reticence about the effects of sanctions may reflect the difficulty that many
Western observers have in acknowledging Western-inflicted genocides. In 1998 the
UN Humanitarian Coordinator for Iraq, Denis Halliday — who witnessed the impact
of sanctions at first hand — resigned in protest over their allegedly genocidal character.
“I was made to feel by some that I had crossed an invisible line of impropriety,” he
stated in the following year. “Since then I have observed that the term ‘genocide’
offends many in our Western media and establishment circles when it is used to
describe the killing of others for which we are responsible, such as in Iraq.”?’

9/11: Terrorism as genocide?

The attacks launched on New York and Washington on the morning of September
11, 2001 constituted the worst terrorist attack in history.'?® Perhaps never outside
wartime and natural disasters have so many people been killed virtually at once. But
were the attacks, apparently carried out by agents of Osama bin Laden’s al-Qaeda
movement, more than terroristic? Did they in fact constitute genocidal massacres,
by Leo Kuper’s definition?!?

In the aftermath of September 11, this question was debated on the H-Genocide
academic list. Citing the UN Convention, Peter Ronayne wrote: “[It] seems at least
on the surface that the argument could be made that Osama bin Laden and his ilk

45



THE ORIGINS OF GENOCIDE

| mﬂ"'ﬂﬂ I

Figure 1.10 Sunlight streams through the still-smoldering ruins of the World Trade Center in lower Manhattan on September
15, 2001, four days after al-Qaeda terrorist attacks on New York and Washington in which nearly three thousand people were
killed, overwhelmingly civilians. Was it an act of genocide?

Source: Andrea Booher/FEMA Photo Library/Wikimedia Commons.
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are intent on destroying, in whole or in part, a national group, and they’re more than
willing to kill members of the group.” Robert Cribb, an Indonesia specialist, differed.
“Surely the attacks were terrorist, rather than genocidal. At least 20% of the victims
were not American, and it seems pretty likely that the destruction of human life was
not for its own sake . . . but to cause terror and anguish amongst a much broader
population, which it has done very effectively.”!?°

Expanding on Ronayne’s reasoning, if we limit ourselves to the UN Convention
framing, the 9/11 attacks resulted in “killing members of the group,” intentionally
and (in most cases) “as such.” Also, the “destruction[,] . . . terror and anguish” they
inflicted caused serious “bodily [and] mental harm to members” of the group.
Moreover, it seems likely that the ferocity of the attack was limited only by the means
available to the attackers (passenger jets used as missiles). Were nuclear bombs at
hand, one suspects that they would be used against civilian populations in the US,
and perhaps elsewhere. This brings us close to the Convention requirement that
genocidal acts be “committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national
... group” (i.e., US Americans).

There was thus, at least, a palpable genocidal impetus and intent in 9/11 —
one that could yet result in fully-fledged genocide. Only the coming decades will
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enable us to place the attacks in proper perspective: to decide whether they stand as
isolated and discrete events and campaigns, or as opening salvos in a systematic
campaign of genocide. Daniel Jonah Goldhagen goes too far in describing “Political
Islam” as “currently the one expressly, publicly, and unabashedly genocidal major
political movement.” It is not a unified movement, nor are its adherents uniformly
violent in their programs and actions, as al-Qaeda is. But certain strands of political
Islam do evince “eliminationist civilizations” hallmark features: tyrannical regimes,
eliminationist-oriented leaders, transformative eschatological visions, populaces
brimming with eliminationist beliefs and passions, a sense of impunity, and elimi-
nationism at the center of its normal political repertoire and existing practice.”!?!

Structural and institutional violence

In the 1960s, peace researchers such as Johan Galtung began exploring the phe-
nomenon of “structural violence”: destructive relations embedded in social and
economic systems. Some commentators argue that certain forms of structural and
institutional violence are genocidal, “deliberately inflicting on [a designated] group
conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in
part,” in the language of the UN Convention. For example, the Indian scholar and
activist Vandana Shiva has described “the globalization of food and agriculture
systems” under neoliberal trade regimes as “equivalent to the ethnic cleansing of the
poor, the peasantry, and small farmers of the Third World. . . . Globalization of trade
in agriculture implies genocide.”'3* Jean Ziegler, the UN Special Rapporteur on the
Right to Food, stated in October 2005: “Every child who dies of hunger in today’s
world is the victim of assassination,” and referred to the daily death by starvation of
100,000 people as a “massacre of human beings through malnutrition.”’** My own
work on gender and genocide (see Chapter 13) explores “gendercidal institutions”
such as female infanticide and even maternal mortality, suggesting that they are forms
of gender-selective mass killing, hence genocidal.

Much of structural violence is diffuse, part of the “background” of human rela-
tions. It is accordingly difficult to ascribe clear agency to phenomena such as racism,
sexism, and other forms of discrimination. International relations scholar Kal Holsti
rejects global-systemic visions of structural violence, like Galtung’s, as “just too fuzzy,”
and evincing a tendency to “place all blame for the ills of the Third World on the
first one.” In Holsti’s view, this overlooks the essential role of many Third World
leaders and elites in the suffering and violence experienced by their populations. “It
also fails to account for many former Third World countries that today have standards
of living and welfare higher than those found in many ‘industrial’ countries.”4

These points are well taken. Nonetheless, in my opinion, genocide studies should
move to incorporate an understanding of structural and institutional violence as
genocidal mechanisms. If our overriding concern is to prevent avoidable death and
suffering, how can we shut our eyes to “the Holocaust of Neglect” that malnutrition,
ill-health, and structural discrimination impose upon huge swathes of humanity?'*
Are we not in danger of “catching the small fry and letting the big fish loose,” as
Galtung put it213¢
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Moreover, when it comes to human institutions, it is not necessarily the case that
responsibility and agency are impossible to establish. Consider the neoliberal
economic policies and institutions that shape the destinies of much of the world’s
poor. Economist Jeffrey Sachs played a key role in designing the “structural adjust-
ment” measures imposed by the World Bank and International Monetary Fund
(IMF) around the Third World and former Soviet bloc. He later turned against such
prescriptions, commenting in 2002 that they had “squeezed [targeted] countries to
the point where their health systems are absolutely unable to function. Education
systems are broken down, and theres a lot of death associated with the collapse of public
health and the lack of access to medicine.”' In such cases, as Holsti has pointed out,
“distinct agents with distinct policies and identifiable consequences” may be dis-
cerned, and moral and legal responsibility may likewise be imputed.!*

In a recent essay on the structural genocide question, I argue that a claim of
genocide related to structural and institutional forms of violations was 7osz sustain-
able where evidence of debility and death as a result of the event or phenomenon in
question is strong; where the causal chain is direct rather than indirect, and agency
centralized and individualized rather than decentralized or diffuse; where actors’
awareness of the impact of their policies is high; and where a meaningful measure
of voluntary agency'® among victims is lacking. I argue in the same essay that a
discourse of genocide and structural/institution violence “deserves to be taken
seriously, and moved closer to the mainstream of genocide studies.”'** Among other
things, as historian Norbert Finzsch has suggested, it could serve as a useful corrective
to the fact that “genocides in modern history tend to be perceived as chronologically
limited occurrences that punctuate time, rather than as repetitive and enduring

processes.”! 41

IS GENOCIDE EVER JUSTIFIED?

This question may provoke a collective intake of breath.!> Examining ourselves
honestly, though, most people have probably experienced at least a twinge of
sympathy with those who commit acts that some people consider genocidal. Others
have gone much further, to outright celebration of genocide (see, e.g., Chapter 3). Is
any of this justifiable, morally or legally?

In one sense, genocide clearly is justified — that is, people often seek to justify it.
Perhaps the most common strategy of exculpation and celebration is a utilitarian
one, applied most frequently in the case of indigenous peoples (Chapter 3). These
populations have been depicted stereotypically as “an inertial drag on future
agendas,”!* failing to properly exploit the lands they inhabit and the rich resources
underfoot.!# A latent economic potential, viewed through the lens of the Protestant
work ethic and a capitalist hunger for profit, is held to warrant confiscation of
territories, and marginalization or annihilation of their populations.

Those subaltern populations sometimes rose up in rebellion against colonial
authority, and those rebellions frequently evoke sympathy — though occasionally
they have taken a genocidal form. To the cases of Upper Peru (Bolivia) in the late
eighteenth century, and the Caste War of Yucatdn in the nineteenth, we might add
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the revolution in the French colony of Saint-Domingue that, in 1804, created Haiti
as the world’s first free black republic. This was a revolt not of indigenous people,
but of slaves. It succeeded in expelling the whites, albeit at a devastating cost from
which Haiti never fully recovered. As in Bolivia and Yucatdn, rebellion and counter-
rebellion assumed the form of unbridled race war. Yet this particular variant finds
many sympathizers. The great scholar of the Haitian revolution, C.L.R. James,
described in the 1930s “the complete massacre” of Saint-Domingue’s whites: “The
population, stirred to fear at the nearness of the counter-revolution, killed all [whites]
with every possible brutality.” But James’s appraisal of the events excused the race
war on the grounds of past atrocities and exploitation by whites. Acknowledging that
the victims were defenseless, James lamented only the damage done to the souls of the
killers, and their future political culture:

The massacre of the whites was a tragedy; noz for the whites. For these old slave-
owners, those who burnt a little powder in the arse of a Negro, who buried him
alive for insects to eat . . . and who, as soon as they got the chance, began their
old cruelties again; for these there is no need to waste one tear or one drop of ink.
The tragedy was for the blacks and the Mulattoes [who did the killing]. It was not
policy but revenge, and revenge has no place in politics. The whites were no longer
to be feared, and such purposeless massacres degrade and brutalise a [perpetrator]
population, especially one which was just beginning as a nation and had had so
bitter a past. . . . Haiti suffered terribly from the resulting isolation. Whites were
banished from Haiti for generations, and the unfortunate country, ruined eco-
nomically, its population lacking in social culture, had its inevitable difficulties
doubled by this massacre.'#

Bolivia, Mexico, and Haiti are all examples of what Nicholas Robins and I call
subaltern genocide, or “genocides by the oppressed.”!4¢ In general, genocidal assaults
that contain a morally plausible element of revenge, retribution, or revolutionary
usurpation are less likely to be condemned, and are often welcomed. Allied fire-
bombing and nuclear-bombing of German and Japanese cities, which Leo Kuper
and other scholars considered genocidal, are often justified on the grounds that
“they started it” (that is, the German and Japanese governments launched mass
bombings of civilians before the Allies did). The fate of ethnic-German civilians in
Czechoslovakia, Poland, and other Central European countries at the end of the
Second World War, and in its aftermath, likewise attracted little empathy until recent
times — again because, when it came to mass expulsions of populations and attendant
atrocities, the Germans too had “started it.” The quarter of a million Serbs expelled
from the Krajina and Eastern Slavonia regions of Croatia in 1995 (Chapter 8) now
constitute the largest refugee population in Europe; but their plight evokes no great
outrage, because of an assignation of collective guilt to Serbs for the Bosnian genocide.
(The trend was evident again after the 1999 Kosovo war, when Serb civilians in the
province were targeted for murder by ethnic Albanian extremists.)!¥’

Even the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and
Pentagon, which could be considered genocidal massacres (see pp. 45-47), secured
the equivocal or enthusiastic support of hundreds of millions of people worldwide.
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Americans were deemed to have gotten what was coming to them after decades of
US imperial intervention. A similar vocabulary of justification and celebration may
be found among many Arabs, and other Palestinian supporters, after massacres of
Jewish civilians in Israel.

Apart from cases of subaltern genocide, the defenders and deniers of some of
history’s worst genocides often justify the killings on the grounds of legitimate
defensive or retributory action against traitors and subversives. The Turkish refusal to
acknowledge the Armenian genocide (Chapter 4) depicts atrocities or “excesses” as
the inevitable results of an Armenian rebellion aimed at undermining the Ottoman
state. Apologists for Hutu Power in Rwanda claim the genocide of 1994 was nothing
more than the continuation of “civil war” or “tribal conflict”; or that Hutus were
seeking to pre-empt the kind of genocide at Tutsi hands that Hutus had suffered in
neighboring Burundi (Chapter 9). Sympathizers of the Nazi regime in Germany
sometimes present the invasion of the USSR as a pre-emptive, defensive war against
the Bolshevik threat to Western civilization (Box 6a). Even the Nazis’ demonology
of a Jewish “cancer” and “conspiracy” resonated deeply with millions of highly edu-
cated Germans at the time, and fuels Holocaust denial to the present, though as a
fringe phenomenon.

All these cases of denial need to be rejected and confronted (see Chapter 14). But
are there instances when genocide may occur in self-defense? The Rome Statute of the
International Criminal Court abjures criminal proceedings against “the person [who]
acts reasonably to defend himself or herself or another person or. .. against an
imminent and unlawful use of force, in a manner proportionate to the degree of
danger to the person or the other person or property protected.” Citing this, William
Schabas has noted that “reprisal and military necessity are not formally prohibited
by international humanitarian law.” However, “reprisal as a defense must be propor-
tional, and on this basis its application to genocide would seem inconceivable.”'4® But
Schabas has a tendency, in defending his “hard” and predictably legalistic inter-
pretation of the UN Convention, to use terms such as “inconceivable,” “obviously
incompatible,” “totally unnecessary,” “definitely inappropriate.” Sometimes these
may close off worthwhile discussions, such as: What is the acceptable range of
responses to genocide? Can genocidal counter-assault be “proportional” in any
meaningful sense?

A large part of the problem is that the plausibility we attach to reprisals and
retribution frequently reflects our political identifications. We have a harder time
condemning those with whom we sympathize, even when their actions are atrocious.
Consciously or unconsciously, we distinguish “worthy” from “unworthy” victims.'%
And we may be less ready to label as genocidal the atrocities that our chosen “wor-
thies” commit. We will return to this issue at the close of the book, when considering
personal responsibility for genocide prevention.
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Genocide?,” Journal of World History, 11: 2 (2000), pp. 315-16.
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Schabas, Genocide in International Law, p. 341.

The terms “worthy” and “unworthy” victims are deployed by Edward S. Herman and
Noam Chomsky in Manufacturing Consent: The Political Economy of the Mass Media
(New York: Pantheon, 1988).

In 1982, the Englishman Benjamin Whitaker was appointed Special Rapporteur by the
UN’s Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) to revise a previously commissioned
study on reform to the Genocide Convention. Whitaker’s report was submitted in
1985 and “made a number of innovative and controversial conclusions . . . Whitaker
wanted to amend the Convention in order to include political groups and groups
based on sexual orientation, to exclude the plea of superior orders, to extend the punish-
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genocide, ‘ethnocide’ and ‘ecocide.”” Schabas, Genocide in International Law, p. 467.
Whitaker’s proposals so divided his sponsors that his report was tabled and never acted
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understandings of genocide.
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No study of genocide can proceed without attention to the four horsemen of the
genocidal apocalypse, cited in this chapter’s title. Tracing the connections between
state-formation and empire-building; incorporating an understanding of war and
revolution; and linking all these to genocidal outbreaks, is arguably genocide studies’
single most fertile line of recent inquiry.

At the heart of these phenomena is the nation-state, contests over it, and resistance
to it. Mark Levine’s two-volume Genocide in the Age of the Nation State gives the
game away in the title.! For Levene, and for many other scholars, the emergence of
the modern nation-state represents a qualitative irruption in history, and the
advent of a new form of genocide — perhaps even of “genocide” as such. Whether or
not ancient leaders can be branded as génocidaires remains a matter of dispute. I did
not hesitate to do so in Chapter 1. Yet however one chooses to classify the state
violence inflicted over millennia, it is clear that it was common in the pre-modern
age. Exterminatory mass violence, in short, is inseparable from the human record.
And generally, it has been the agents of states and quasi-states — military and police
formations, colonists, bureaucratic administrators — that have been the most
prominent and essential perpetrators. Their systematic behavior in various locations
over time is what helps to distinguish genocide — legally, practically, and historically
— from other patterned and collective violence, like the “riots and pogroms” of Paul
Brass’s classic study (see Chapter 12).

The central emphasis on state and empire in recent key works of genocide studies
pivots on the concepts of social ordering and “legibility,” ethnonational collectivity,
and racial hierarchy and “purity” that emerged from the Enlightenment and its
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muldple philosophical and scientific revolutions. The modern state developed into
a bureaucratically complex and administratively capacious entity. As it did, it tried
to impose a “legible” order upon social formations that were often patchwork and
fragmented, from the state’s Olympian perspective. Political scientist James C. Scott’s
Seeing Like a State shows how this produced not only ugly, hyper-rational architectural
schemes (viz. Brasilia), but also a hubris that fueled, in turn, some of modernity’s
greatest catastrophes, such as Stalin’s collectivization campaigns and Mao’s “Great
Leap Forward” (Chapter 5).

Classical and modern states alike have coalesced and expanded through acts of
imperialism and colonization. The growing emphasis on these processes in genocide
studies, led by the European/Australasian school gathered in Dirk Moses’s Empire,
Colony, Genocide collection, has supplemented the previous focus on the atrocities
of fascism and communism. The new agenda, for the first time, directs systematic
attention to a third major genocidal “-ism” — colonialism — and to the imperial
holocausts that Western and other countries unleashed on indigenous populations
during the great waves of Western colonization (sixteenth to twentieth centuries).
Most of this colonial expansion was capitalist or proto-capitalist in nature, certainly
with regard to the most destructive institutions imposed on native peoples. Indeed,
it was the gold and silver of the Spanish American mines, sustained by genocidal
slave labor and circulated throughout Europe by indebted Spanish rulers, that helped
to kick-start modern capitalism. These tendencies remain prominent today, in a post-
colonial period in which capitalism reigns supreme as a system of economic
organization and exploitation. The fact that the most powerful “neo-colonial” players
continue to be self-proclaimed democratic exemplars, as they were in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries, may undermine the “democratic peace” hypothesis that
figured in some early formulations of genocide and genocide prevention (see further
discussion in Chapter 12).

Incorporating a global-comparative perspective on the genocides of the last half-
millennium has enabled important advances in the understanding of events central
to the genocide studies field — such as the process of Ottoman imperial dissolution,
reciprocal genocidal killing (during the “Unweaving” in the Balkans), and complex
international jockeying that factored into the massive anti-Christian slaughters in
Anatolia in 1915 and thereafter (Chapter 4). Perhaps surprisingly, it is the most iconic
genocide of all, the Jewish Holocaust, that has benefited most from these new
framings. Analysts from Raul Hilberg to Zygmunt Bauman and Gétz Aly had
emphasized the statist-bureaucratic dimension of the Holocaust. Daniel Feierstein
has now expanded on this to suggest that the Nazi state’s very self-conception, its
“reading” of the German population, led it to fundamentally distrust and anathema-
tize “cosmopolitan” and “stateless” elements — Jews and Roma/Gypsies above all.
These were depicted as standing in opposition, not only to the German state, but to
the very idea and project of a state. Moreover, thanks to the work of historians like
Benjamin Madley, Jiirgen Zimmerer, and Jan-Bart Gewald, we better perceive the
link between the Nazis and earlier German imperialists — notably those who
orchestrated the systematic mass murder of the Herero and Nama peoples of present-
day Namibia in 1904-07 (see Chapter 3). In the wake of seminal studies by (among
others) historians Karel Berkhoff, Wendy Lower, and Mark Mazower, we also have
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for the first time a clear sense of the imperial contours and character of Nazi policies,
in the occupied east above all (Poland, Belorussia, Ukraine, Russia).> We see how
this empire was imagined, “sold” to Germans, and administered along traditional
Western colonial lines — in part as a claiming or reclaiming of Germany’s “place in
the sun,” following the failed imperial projects of previous decades.

If Germany’s annihilation war in the east was fundamentally one of imperial
conquest, then this points to war’s role in enabling and justifying genocides through-
out history. And as a vision of radical social revolution through titanic social
engineering, it attests to the connection between genocide and the world-changing
hubris that often underpins it — whether from a leftist-communist or rightist-
capitalist direction. Such grand projects of social revolution, state-building, and
political-imperial expansion inevitably generate resistance — and so, much of the
warmaking of revolutionary and irredentist states becomes counterinsurgent violence.
This dynamic is no less central to an understanding of war, revolution, and genocide
for its involving, to some extent, a reactive stance and retributive policy on the state’s
part.

The present chapter addresses these “four horsemen” of genocide — state-building,
imperialism/colonialism, war, and social revolution — and explores their interactions
and interpenetrations. This paves the way for the exploration of genocide case-studies
presented in Part 2 of the book.

THE STATE, IMPERIALISM, AND GENOCIDE

Imperialism is “a policy undertaken by a state to directly control foreign economic,
physical, and cultural resources.” Colonialism is “a specific form of imperialism
involving the establishment and maintenance, for an extended period of time, of
rule over an alien people that is separate from and subordinate to the ruling power.”

Imperialism and colonialism are mapped into the DNA of the state, both in its
classical and its modern guise. The units that we know as states or nation-states
were generally created by processes of imperial expansion followed by internal
colonialism.® The designated or desirable boundaries of the state were first imposed
on coveted lands through imperialism, then actualized, rationalized, made “legible”
and exploitable by the imposition of members of the dominant group or its
surrogates upon adjacent or nearby territories and populations. The internal
expansion of the state’s capacities continued apace throughout the early modern
period. Processes of turning Peasants into Frenchmen, to cite Eugen Weber — and
into Germans, Britons, Americans, Soviets — could be evolutionary and benign, in
Raphael Lemkin’s view. But often, as in the Vendée case described in Chapter 1, the
state’s centralizing project was perceived as a mortal threat by other populations and
power centers. The crushing of resistance to the statist-expansionist enterprise
inevitably assumed a genocidal scale and character, and continues to do so.

The greatest relevance of the internal-colonialism concept is for indigenous popu-
lations worldwide. Native people occupy marginal positions both territorially and
socially; their traditional homelands are often coveted by expanding state settlement
from the center. Profits flow from periphery to core; the environment is ravaged. The
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result is the undermining and dissolution, often the destruction, of indigenous
societies, accomplished by massacres, selective killings, expulsions, coerced labor,
disease, and substance abuse. Other examples of internal colonialism in this book
include the Chinese in Tibet (Chapter 5); Stalin’s USSR vis-a-vis both the Soviet
countryside and minority ethnicities (Chapter 5);” and Indonesia in East Timor
(Chapter 7).

Genocide is further interwoven with colonialism in the phenomenon of seztler
colonialism. Here, the metropolitan power encourages or dispatches colonists to
“settle” the territory. (In the British Empire, this marks the difference between settler
colonies such as Canada, Australia, and New Zealand; and the Indian subcontinent,
where just 25,000 Britons administered a vast realm.) Settler colonialism implies
occupation of the land, and is often linked to genocide against indigenous peoples
(and genocidally tinged rebellions against colonialism) (see Chapter 3). Settler
colonies may also be born of expansionist and internal-colonialist projects close to the
metropolitan core. The genocidal or near-genocidal campaigns against Ireland’s and
Scotland’s native inhabitants from the sixteenth to nineteenth centuries,® for example,
prompted the migration under massive duress of millions of Irish and Scottish to
the British settler colonies and the United States. Likewise, the drive against “asocial”
elements and political dissidents resulted in the transportation of tens of thousands
of prisoners to the Australian penal colonies.” Ironically, it was sometimes
representatives of these invaded and criminalized populations, thrust to the “sharp
end” of colonial invasions, who proved energetic exponents and practitioners of
genocide against indigenous populations.

Finally, we should expand upon the dimension of neo-colonialism. The concept is
ambiguous and contested, but also useful. Under neo-colonialism, formal political
rule is abandoned, while colonial structures of economic, political, and cultural
control remain. The resulting exploitation may have genocidal consequences.
Individual interventions with arguably genocidal consequences may be linked to prior
colonial or quasi-colonial relationships (e.g., France in Rwanda before and during the
1994 genocide; Britain and the US in Iraq in 1991 and 2003). Many commentators
also consider structural violence — that is, the destructive power residing in social and
economic structures — to reflect neo-colonialism: the former colonial powers have
maintained their hegemony over the formerly colonized (“Third”) world, and
immense disparities of wealth and well-being remain, producing “poorcide” in S.P.
Udayakumar’s framing (see p. 28).

The brief examination of genocide in classical and early modern times (Chapter
1) showed how frequently genocide accompanied imperial expansion and colonial-
ism. In the modern era, the destruction of indigenous peoples has been a pervasive
feature of these institutions, and is analyzed as a global phenomenon in Chapter 3.
The communist tyrannies studied in Chapters 5 and 7 had a brazenly statist and
imperial dimension, to be considered in its place. It remains here to provide an
overview of some other key cases of genocide under colonial and imperial regimes
in the past two centuries.
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Imperial famines

“Famine crimes” or “genocidal famines” have increasingly drawn genocide scholars’
attention.'? The most extensively studied cases are Stalin’s USSR (Chapter 5), Mao’s
China, and Ethiopia under the Dergue regime. Recently the North Korean case, in
which up to two million people may have starved to death while the government
remained inert, has sparked outrage (also explored in Chapter 5). The literature has
focused strongly on cases of famine under dictatorial and authoritarian regimes.
Influenced by Nobel Prize-winning economist Amartya Sen, who demonstrated that
“there has never been a famine in a functioning multiparty democracy,”! this has
produced groundbreaking case studies such as Robert Conquest’s 7he Harvest of
Sorrow (USSR) and Jasper Becker’s Hungry Ghosts (China). The millions of dead in
these catastrophes, from starvation and disease, form a substantial part of the indict-
ment of communist regimes in the compendium, The Black Book of Communism.'>

However, historian Mike Davis’s Late Victorian Holocausts reminds us that liberal
regimes have also been complicit in such crimes — extending far beyond the notorious
example of the Great Hunger in 1840s Ireland.'® Davis’s subject is the epic famines
of the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, linked both to nature (the El
Nifio phenomenon) and state policy, which devastated peasant societies from China
to Brazil. He shares Sen’s conviction that famines are not blows of blind fate, but
“social crises that represent the failures of particular economic and political systems.”
Specifically, he asserts that “imperial policies towards starving ‘subjects’ were often the
exact moral equivalents of bombs dropped from 18,000 feet.”

India was largely free of famine under the Mogul emperors, but British admin-
istrators refused to follow the Mogul example of laying in sufficient emergency grain
stocks. When famine struck, they imposed free-market policies that were nothing
more than a “mask for colonial genocide,” according to Davis. They continued
ruinous collections of tax arrears, evincing greater concern for India’s balance of
payments than for “the holocaust in lives.” When the British did set up relief camps,
they were work camps, which “provided less sustenance for hard labor than the
infamous Buchenwald concentration camp and less than half of the modern caloric
standard recommended for adult males by the Indian government.” The death-toll
in the famine of 1897-98 alone, including associated disease epidemics, may have
exceeded eleven million. “Twelve to 16 million was the death toll commonly reported
in the world press, which promptly nominated this the famine of the century.” This
dismal title, however, was almost immediately usurped by the even greater drought
and deadlier famine of 1899-1902.” In 1901, the leading British medical journal
the Lancer suggested that “a conservative estimate of excess mortality in India in the
previous decade . . . was 19 million,” a total that “a number of historians . . . have
accepted . . . as an order-of-magnitude approximation for the combined mortality
of the 1896-1902 crisis.”!*

Overall, Davis argued that market mechanisms imposed in colonial (e.g., India)
and neo-colonial contexts (e.g., China and Brazil) inflicted massive excess mortality.
“There is persuasive evidence that peasants and farm laborers became dramatically
more pregnable to natural disaster after 1850 as their local economies were violently
incorporated into the world market. . . . Commercialization went hand in hand with
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Figure 2.1 “The Famine in India — Natives Waiting for Relief in Bangalore.” Engraving in The [llustrated London News, 1877.
In subjugated India and Ireland in the nineteenth century, British imperialists pioneered the “faminogenic” catastrophes of
the modern period, with famine relief sacrificed to the laws of the market or, in the Stalinist and Maoist cases, the drive for
communist utopia (see Chapter 5). In all these cases, the ruling regimes exported foodstuffs on a large scale throughout the
famines.

Source: Scanned from the original October 20, 1877 issue of The Illustrated London News, in the author’s collection.
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pauperization.”” He explicitly linked colonial and neo-colonial relations to the
economic structures and policies that devastated once-thriving economies, and

produced the “Third World” of the post-colonial era.

The Congo “rubber terror”

Thanks to novelist Joseph Conrad’s Hearr of Darkness, published early in the twentieth
century, the murderous exploitation of the Congo by Belgium’s King Leopold has
attained almost mythic status.!® However, not until the publication of Adam
Hochschild’s King Leopold’s Ghost, at the end of the last century, did contemporary
audiences come to appreciate the scale of the destruction inflicted on the Congo, as
well as the public outcry at the time that produced one of the first truly international
campaigns for human rights.

Conrad’s novella was based on a river voyage into the interior of the Congo, during
which he witnessed what he called “the vilest scramble for loot that ever disfigured the
history of human conscience and geographical exploration.”"” The territory that
became the so-called Congo Free State was, and remains, immense (see Map 9a.1 in
Box 9a). In 1874, King Leopold commissioned British explorer Henry Stanley to
secure for the monarch a place in the imperial sun. By 1885, Leopold had established
the Congo as his personal fief, free of oversight from the Belgian parliament. Ivory
was the prize he first hungered for, then rubber as the pneumatic tire revolutionized
road travel. To muster the forced labor (corvée) needed to supply these goods,
Leopold’s agents imposed a reign of terror on African populations.

The result was one of the most destructive and all-encompassing corvée institutions
the world has known. Itled to “a death toll of Holocaust dimensions,” in Hochschild’s
estimation,'® such that “Leopold’s African regime became a byword for exploitation
and genocide.”” Male rubber tappers and porters were mercilessly exploited and
driven to death. A Belgian politician, Edmond Picard, encountered a caravan of
conscripts:

Incessantly, we met these porters . . . black, miserable, their only clothing a hor-
rible dirty loincloth . . . most of them sickly, their strength sapped by exhaustion
and inadequate food, which consisted of a handful of rice and stinking dried fish,
pitiable walking caryatids . . . organised in a system of human transport, requisi-
tioned by the State with its irresistible force publique [militia], delivered by chiefs
whose slaves they are and who purloin their pay . . . dying on the road or, their
journey ended, dying from the overwork in their villages.?’

The precipitous population decline during Leopold’s rule remains astonishing.
Hochschild accepted the conclusions of a Belgian government commission that
“the population of the territory had ‘been reduced by half.”” “In 1924,” he added, “the
population was reckoned at ten million, a figure confirmed by later counts. This
would mean, according to the estimates, that during the Leopold period and its
immediate aftermath the population of the territory dropped by approximately ten
million people.”?' During this time, the region was also swept by an epidemic of
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Figure 2.2 Imperial genocide: the wealth of the Congo, gathered by forced labor, is siphoned off by Belgian King Leopold.

Source: Scanned from Martin Ewans, European Atrocity, African Catastrophe. Original source unknown.

sleeping sickness, “one of the most disastrous plagues recorded in human history.”*
However, as with indigenous peoples elsewhere, the impact of disease was exacerbated
by slavery and privation, and vice versa: “The responsibility for this disaster is
no less Leopold’s because it was a compound one.” And the demographic data
presented by Hochschild demonstrated a shocking under-representation of adult
males in the Congolese population, indicating that genocide claimed millions of
lives.?* “Sifting such figures today is like sifting the ruins of an Auschwitz crema-
torium,” wrote Hochschild. “They do not tell you precise death tolls, but they reek

of mass murder.”?
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The only bright side to this, “one of the most appalling slaughters known to have
been brought about by human agency,”?® was an international protest movement,
led by Joseph Conrad, Sir Arthur Conan Doyle — author of the Sherlock Holmes
stories — and the Irishman Roger Casement. The Association spread across Europe
and North America, and sponsored investigative exposés of Leopold’s Congo.?” All
of this increased pressure on King Leopold to subject his territory to outside oversight.
Finally, in 1908, Leopold agreed to sell his enormous fief to the Belgian government.
Subsequent parliamentary monitoring appears to have substantially reduced
mortality, though the “rubber terror” only truly lapsed after the First World War.

Belgium remained the colonial power in the territory until 1960, when it handed
over the Congo to the pro-Western dictator, Mobutu Sese Seko. Early in the twenty-
first century, the Congo is again torn apart by genocide, amidst the most destructive
military conflict since the Second World War — a grim echo of the killing that rent
the region under Leopold’s rule (see Box 9a).

The Japanese in East and Southeast Asia

Japanese imperialism, founded on invasions of Korea and Taiwan in the late
nineteenth century, grew by leaps and bounds under the military regime estab-
lished during the 1930s. Domestic persecution of communists and other political
opponents merged with aggressive expansion. In 1931, the Japanese invaded the
mineral-rich Chinese region of Manchuria, setting up the puppet state of Manchukuo
the following year.

In 1937, Japan effectively launched the Second World War, invading China’s
eastern seaboard and key interior points. The campaign featured air attacks that killed
tens of thousands of civilians and even more intensive atrocities by troops on the
ground. The occupation of the Chinese capital, Nanjing, in December 1937 became
a global byword for war crimes. Japanese forces slaughtered as many as 200,000
Chinese men of “battle age,” and raped tens of thousands of women and children —
often murdering and mutilating their victims thereafter (see Chapter 13). “There
are executions everywhere,” wrote John Rabe, a German businessman who witnessed
the atrocities of the “Rape of Nanjing,” and worked indefatigably to save civilian
lives (see p. 409). “You hear of nothing but rape. . . . The devastation the Japanese
have wreaked here is almost beyond description.”?® Over the course of the Japanese
occupation (1937-45), “nearly 2,600,000 unarmed Chinese civilians” were killed,
together with half a million to one million prisoners of war.?’

In December 1941, Japan coordinated its surprise attack on the US Pacific Fleet
at Pearl Harbor with a lightning invasion of Southeast Asia. This brought the
Philippines, Malaya (peninsular Malaysia), Singapore, and Indonesia under its direct
rule. (Satellite control was established in Indochina, in collusion with the Vichy
French regime.) Large-scale summary killings of civilians, death marches of Asian and
European populations, and atrocities against Allied prisoners-of-war all figured in the
postwar war-crimes trials (Chapter 15). The Japanese also imposed a corvée labor
system, one of the worst in modern history, throughout the occupied territories. Not
only did the notorious Burma—Thailand railroad kill 16,000 of the 46-50,000 Allied
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Figure 2.3 Furious at popular resistance to their conquests,
Japanese forces used captured Chinese prisoners-of-war as
targets for bayonet practice, while others stood and enjoyed
the spectacle. As many as 200,000 Chinese men, and tens of
thousands of women, were murdered during the “Rape of
Nanjing” in 1937-38.

Source: \wwv.nanking—massacre. com.

Figure 2.4  Chinese American author Iris Chang revived
the story of the Nanjing atrocities for contemporary
readers with her powerful 1997 book, The Rape of
Nanking. Tragically, Chang, who was plagued by
depression, committed suicide in November 2004 at the
age of 36. A bronze sculpture of her is today found in
the Nanjing Massacre Memorial Hall in China (see

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Iris_chang.jpg).

Source: Jimmy Estimada/Courtesy Ying-Ying
Chang/www.irischangmemorialfund.net.

prisoners forced to work on it, but “as many as 100,000 of the 120,000 to 150,000
Asian forced laborers may have died . .. .”%° The trafficking of Asian women for
prostitution (the so-called “comfort women”) formed an integral part of this forced-
labor system. Regionwide, the death-toll of corvée laborers probably approached, ot
even exceeded, one million. Both the “comfort women” and male forced laborers have
in recent years petitioned the Japanese government for acknowledgment and material
compensation, with some success but also much stonewalling (see Chapter 14).%!
Like their Nazi counterparts, the Japanese believed themselves to be superior
beings. Subject races were not considered “subhuman” in the Nazi fashion, but they
were clearly regarded as inferior, and were usually assigned a helot status in the
“Greater Asian Co-Prosperity Sphere.” Japanese fantasies of racial supremacy also
led to a Nazi-style preoccupation with genocidal technologies, reflected most notably
in the biological warfare program and gruesome medical experiments. Unit 731 in
Manchuria produced chemical and biological weapons that were tested on prisoners-
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of-war and civilians, and deployed throughout the war theater. In China, according
to Japanese historian Yuki Tanaka,

In Zhejiang province, biological weapons were used six times between September
18 and October 7, 1940. . . . Around the same time 270 kilograms of typhoid,
paratyphoid, cholera, and plague bacteria were sent to Nanjing and central China
for use by Japanese battalions on the battlefield. . . . After the outbreak of World
War I, the Japanese continued to use biological weapons against the Chinese. They
sprayed cholera, typhoid, plague, and dysentery pathogens in the Jinhua area of
Zhejiang province in June and July 1942. . . . It is [also] well known that Unit 731
used large numbers of Chinese people for experiments. Many Chinese who rebelled
against the Japanese occupation were arrested and sent to Pingfan where they
became guinea pigs for Unit 731. . . . When they were being experimented on, the
[subjects] were transferred from the main prison to individual cells where they were
infected with particular pathogens by such means as injections or being given
contaminated food or water. . . . After succumbing to the disease, the prisoners were
usually dissected, and their bodies were then cremated within the compound.*

In an ironic outcome from which Nazi scientists also benefited, after the Second
World War the participants in Unit 731 atrocities were granted immunity from
prosecution — so long as they shared their knowledge of chemical and biological
warfare, and the results of their atrocious experiments, with US authorities (see

Chapter 15).%

The US in Indochina

With the possible exception of the French war to retain Algeria (1958-62), no
imperial intervention in the twentieth century provoked as much dissent and political
upheaval in the colonial power as the US’s long war in Vietnam. And in the post-
World War Two period, none was so destructive.

A French attempt in 1945-54 to reconquer Vietnam was defeated by a nationalist
guerrilla movement under Ho Chi Minh and his military commander, Vo Nguyen
Giap. The country was divided between a Chinese client regime in the North and a
US client regime in the South. Under the Geneva agreements of 1954, this was
supposed to be temporary. But recognizing that Ho would likely win nationwide
elections scheduled for 1956, Ngo Dinh Diem’s regime refused to hold them. After
1961, the US stepped up direct military intervention. In 1965, hundreds of thou-
sands of US troops occupied the country to combat the South Vietnamese guerrillas
(Viet Cong), as well as regular North Vietnamese forces infilcrating down the “Ho
Chi Minh Trail” through southern Laos and eastern Cambodia.

About seven million tons of bombs and other munitions were dropped on North
and (especially) South Vietnam during the course of the war. This was more than was
dropped by all countries in all theaters of the Second World War. The bombing was
combined with the creation of a network of “model villages” in the South Vietnamese
countryside, kept under close US and South Vietnamese military observation.
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Beyond these villages, essentially concentration camps, large swathes of the
countryside were liable to be designated as “free-fire zones,” in which anyone living
was assumed to be an enemy. Populations who resisted evacuation risked annihilation
from the air and massacre by US and South Vietnamese ground forces. The most
infamous such event was the My Lai massacre — a four-hour-long rampage by US
troops on March 16, 1968, in the village of Son My and its constituent hamlets of
My Lai, My Khe, and Co Luy in Quang Ngai province. Infuriated by guerrilla attacks,
US troops of Charlie Company, 1st Battalion slaughtered, raped, and wreaked mate-
rial destruction.** The My Lai memorial plaque today lists 504 victims. A handful
of troops resisted orders to kill, and genuine rescuers emerged — most heroically Lt.-
Col. Hugh Thompson, Jr., who witnessed the killing from his helicopter, landed,
and interposed himself between fleeing villagers and their would-be murderers,
ordering his men to fire on the US forces if they advanced (see pp. 407-09). An
extensive official cover-up of the massacre was mounted, until investigative reporter
Seymour Hersh blew the lid off the case in articles for the Sz. Louis Post-Dispatch
in November 1969.%> An investigation was launched, but only one perpetrator — Lt.
William Calley — was convicted. After a couple of years of house arrest, he was
pardoned by President Richard Nixon. Calley lived thereafter in obscurity, until he
emerged in 2009 to publicly apologize for his crimes.’® Research by investigative
reporters from the Zoledo Blade and other publications has established that My Lai
was no isolated incident. Rather, massacres were common for US forces fighting to
“pacify” the south, after the Viet Cong/North Vietnamese “Tet Offensive” of 1968
rocked US popular support of the war to its foundations.?

Figure 2.5 The My Lai massacre of March 16, 1968, was the
largest, but far from the only, genocidal massacre inflicted
during the US imperial “pacification” of South Vietnam

in 1968-69. Ronald K. Haeberle, an army photographer,
captured this image of Vietnamese children and women
rounded up in My Lai hamlet, seconds before they were
gunned down by US troops. According to an army publicist
accompanying the photographer (L/FE, December 5, 1969),
“Haeberle jumped in to take a picture of the group of women.
The picture shows the thirteen-year-old girl hiding behind her
mother, trying to button the top of her pyjamas. When they
noticed Ron, they left off and turned away as if everything was
normal. Then a soldier asked, “Well, what'll we do with ’em?’
‘Kill ’em,” another answered. I heard an M60 go off, a light
machine-gun, and when we turned all of them and the kids
with them were dead.”

Source: Ronald K. Haeberle/US Army/Wikimedia Commons.
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Figure 2.6 The irrigation ditch in My Lai hamlet where 170 Vietnamese villagers were gathered and slaughtered by US soldiers,
now part of the My Lai massacre memorial site and museum (see also Figure 14.2, p. 503).

Source: Author’s photo, July 2009.
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In 1970, Nixon widened the war, stepping up the “secret” bombing of neighboring
Cambodia on a scale that is only now being recognized (and fueling the rise of the
genocidal Khmer Rouge; see Chapter 7). Extensive areas of Laos, notably the Plain
of Jars and the Bolaven Plateau, were subjected to saturation bombing that killed their
inhabitants or terrorized them into flight. The bombing continued until 1973, when
a peace agreement was signed and most US soldiers withdrew from South Vietnam.
Two years later, North Vietnamese forces invaded and conquered South Vietnam.

The human cost of the war to the US was some 58,000 soldiers killed. In
Indochina, the toll was catastrophic. Somewhere between two million and five
million Indochinese died, mostly at the hands of the US and its allies. In addition,
“the massive application of chemical warfare,” aimed primarily at defoliating the
countryside of forest cover in which guerrilla forces could hide, poisoned the soil and
food chain.?® “The lingering effects of chemical warfare poisoning continue to
plague the health of adult Vietnamese (and ex-Gls) while causing increased birth
defects. Samples of soil, water, food and body fat of Vietnamese continue to the
present day to reveal dangerously elevated levels of dioxin.” An estimated “3.5
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The Soviets

million landmines and 300,000 tons of unexploded ordnance [UXO]” still litter the
countryside, killing “several thousand” Vietnamese every year — at least 40,000 since
the war ended in 1975.%° Laos, too, is laced with UXO; hundreds of rural residents
are killed and maimed annually, particularly younger children.°

The international revulsion that the Indochina war evoked led to the creation, in
1966, of an informal International War Crimes Tribunal under the aegis of the British
philosopher Bertrand Russell. The Russell Tribunal panelists were “unanimous in
finding the US guilty for using illegal weapons, maltreating prisoners of war and
civilians, and aggressing against Laos.” Most controversially, “there was a unanimous
vote of guilty on the genocide charge.”*! A leading figure in this “citizens’ tribunal”
(see Chapter 15) was the French philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre, who wrote “On
Genocide,” an essay that made “a striking case for regarding the American war in
Vietnam as genocide legally and conceptually.”®? Those fighting the war, Sartre
argued, were “/iving our the only possible relationship between an overindustrialized
country and an underdeveloped country, that is to say, a genocidal relationship
implemented through racism.”# Genocide scholar Leo Kuper likewise called the war
genocidal, a verdict also rendered prima facie by the human rights and international
law theorist, Richard Falk.% Fresh revelations of the extent of the genocidal massacres
in South Vietnam in 196869, and of the true scale of the bombing of Cambodia,
will likely bolster such assessments.*’

in Afghanistan

Soviet intervention in Afghanistan was a continuation of the historic Russian drive
for influence and control along the imperial periphery. Severely mauled by the Nazi
invasion during the Second World War, the Soviets thereafter established authori-
tarian police states in Eastern Europe, with forays beyond, notably in Asia and Africa.

Within the Soviet empire, governance strategies varied. In Central and Eastern
Europe, with the exception of postwar East Germany and the Hungarian uprising
of 1956 (in which some 25,000 were killed), Soviet imperial power did not produce
large-scale killing. Afghanistan was different. Years of growing Soviet influence
culminated in the establishment of a Soviet client government in Kabul in April 1978.
In 1979, a reign of terror inflicted by President Hafizullah Amin further destabilized
Afghan society. Finally, in December 1979, 25,000 Soviet troops invaded to “restore
stability.” Amin, who had outlived his usefulness, was killed at the outset of the
invasion, and replaced by a more compliant Soviet proxy, Babrak Karmal. Occupying
forces rapidly swelled to around 85,000.

The occupation spawned an initially ragtag but, with US assistance, increasingly
coherent Islamist-nationalist resistance, the mujahedin. Osama bin Laden began his
trajectory as a foreign volunteer with the mujabedin, as did others who would later
wage war on the West. The Soviets responded with collective atrocity. In “a ferocious
scorched-earth campaign that combined the merciless destructiveness of Genghis
Khan’s Mongols with the calculated terrorism of Stalin,”® the Soviets inflicted
massive civilian destruction, recalling the worst US actions in Indochina. According
to Afghanistan specialist Rosanne Klass,
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Figure 2.7 Soviet troops round up young Afghan men in a counterinsurgency sweep in 1985. The fate of the men is unknown,
but such sweeps were typically accompanied by harsh interrogation or torture, and widespread summary execution. Such
measures are the norm when imperial powers seek, sometimes by genocidal means, to cow and subjugate a restive population
(see Chapter 13). The Soviets repeated them in the campaign against the population of Chechnya in the 1990s and 2000s
(Box 5a). In central respects, Russia’s wars in Chechnya were racist acts of vengeance against Muslim populations, fueled by
the humiliating defeat in Afghanistan. As many as two million people were killed during the decade-long Soviet occupation
of the country (1979-89).

Source: Wikimedia Commons.
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From January 1980 on. .. the Soviets made genocide a coherent, systematic
policy. . . . Soviet and local communist forces targeted the rural civilian popu-
lation, not the armed resistance. . . . Operational patterns (particularly air attacks)
indicated a systematic effort to depopulate selected areas on an ethnic basis. . . .
Opverall Soviet strategy focused on emptying out the predominantly Pashtun areas,
thereby altering the ethnic makeup of Afghanistan. . . . Thousands of very young
children were (often forcibly) sent to the USSR and Eastern Europe for ten years
for preparatory indoctrination; few if any have returned.

Air attacks through the southern and eastern provinces methodically killed
hundreds of thousands and resulted in the mass exodus of millions, creating a
depopulated no-man’s-land in large areas along the Afghanistan—Pakistan border.
In addition to the bombings, which reached their peak in 1986, the Soviets used
terror — chemical weapons, weapons targeting children, gruesome localized atroc-
ities, and the destruction of crops, orchards, animals, food supplies, and water
sources — to empty out whole districts.””
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Acrial bombing never assumed the saturation levels of Indochina. But once the
Soviets realized that a genuinely popular insurgency had taken root, aerial attacks
became collective and indiscriminate in their targeting. A former Soviet fighter
pilot, Alexander Rutskoi, related during a conversation on the war in Chechnya in
the 1990s (Box 5a) his view “that Russia should use the same approach he had
employed in Afghanistan: ‘A kishlak [village] fires at us and kills someone. I send a
couple of planes and there is nothing left of the kishlak. After I've burned a couple
of kishlaks they stop shooting.””*® As US atrocities in Vietnam mirrored the “Indian
wars” of the past,’ there are clear echoes in the Afghanistan campaign of Russia’s
ruthless wars of imperial expansion against Muslim minorities in the nineteenth
century.

Ground-level counterinsurgency campaigns in Vietnam produced genocidal
massacres at My Lai and elsewhere. Much the same occurred in the Soviets’ Afghan
war, in which the imperial strategy, according to Jeri Laber and Barnett Rubin, was
“to spread terror in the countryside so that villagers will either be afraid to assist the
resistance fighters who depend on them for food and shelter or be forced to leave.”
Benjamin Valentino described the mass-murderous consequences:

Executions often were carried out with extreme savagery and in full public view,
presumably to further intimidate the population. Since the Soviets generally lacked
the information necessary to identify guerrilla supporters on an individual basis,
they often slaughtered entire villages, including women and children. Two defec-
tors from the Soviet army claimed that these atrocities were not merely the actions
of out-of-control troops. In a typical operation, rather, “an officer decides to have
a village searched to see if there are any rebels in it. . . . What usually happens is
we found a cartridge or a bullet. The officers said: “This is a bandit village; it must
be destroyed.’. . . The men and young men are usually shot right where they are.
And the women, what they do is try to kill them with grenades.”

“Conservative estimates put Afghan deaths at 1.25 million, or 9 percent of the
population, with another three-quarters of a million wounded.”! Some five million
Afghans fled to Pakistan and Iran — one of the largest refugee flows in history.>?

The Afghanistan—Vietnam comparison explored in these passages has often been
advanced, but sometimes with attention to alleged differences between the two. In
awell-known article for the Denver Journal of International Law and Policy, sociologist
Helen Fein undertook to examine whether either or both cases constituted genocide.
Her verdict on Vietnam was that while “repeated and substantive charges of war
crimes . . . appear well-founded,” the charge of “genocide . . . simply [is] not sup-
ported by the acts cited.” In the Soviet case, however, Fein catalogued “repeated and
substantive charges of ‘depopulation,” massacre, deliberate injury, forced transfer of
the children of Afghanis, and occasional charges of genocide.” Combined, they
“sustain[ed] a prima facie charge of genocide as well as charges of war crimes.”?

One may disagree with Fein’s gentler judgment about US conduct in Indochina
(which featured bombing on a scale and of an intensity never matched in Afghanistan,
for example). But it is hard to dispute the validity of the genocide framework for this
instance of Soviet imperialism.
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IMPERIAL ASCENT AND DISSOLUTION

Empires are most destructive in their waxing and waning phases. The onset of empire
is often marked by vigorous imperial violence, much of which derives from — and
is sometimes a desperate response to — the resistance of indigenous populations
which may remain unvanquished, even against all technological and epidemiological
odds.

Once consolidated, however, empires probably tend toward at least the measure
of accommodation necessary for stable exploitation — the physical preservation of
subject peoples, sometimes even their flourishing. In his rich study of the rise and
decline of empires, and the skein of genocide woven through it, Mark Levene argued
that “colonial genocides made no obvious sense,” because empires have “inbuilt,
usually self-interested and self-regulatory mechanisms for the avoidance of exter-
minatory conflict with subject peoples . .. ” These include “political policies and
administrative practices” that “at least allow[ed] their diverse peoples to co-exist with
one another, often even where this involved widely divergent cultures, not to mention
social and economic habits.”>*

When that order breaks down, and especially when multiethnic empires begin to
dissolve in intercommunal strife, genocide rears anew. Now it is fueled and exacer-
bated by fear, even terror, at the encirclement, besieging, and looming collapse of
the imperial order. When the heart of the empire is under threat of conquest, parti-
tion, and extinction, as with Constantinople and Vienna during the waning days
of the Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian empires, the imperial backlash may be espe-
cially violent. When those empires experienced “relatively stable conditions” and “did
not feel threatened,” “ethnographic diversity . . . remained tenable.” But “take away
this stability and the most immediate and likely effect was a much more pronouncedly
aggressive state ethnic policy with particularly dire consequences . . .

An essential element here is the perception of diminution, humiliation, and
dispossession. From a psychopathological perspective, no context is more toxic, no
fuel more combustible. We consider fear and humiliation more closely — along with
the subaltern desires for vengeance that they engender — in Chapter 10’s discussion
of psychological perspectives on genocide.

These tendencies also shape the aftermath of empire — sometimes for centuries.
Memories of past dispossessions become inextricably bound up with a sense of
victimization, and the contemporary need for violent redress of perceived wrongs. For
Levene, this is one of the features that may partly explain a specifically German
Sonderweg (special path) to the Holocaust:

The German example may help identify a particular type of state with the
potentiality for genocide not so much on the basis of whether it is labeled
as authoritarian, revolutionary, ethnically stratified or whatever . . . so much as
one which suffers from what one might call a chronic ‘strong’ state—‘weak’ state
syndrome. . . . Such states seem to have what one might only describe as a
collective inferiority complex: that is, of a conviction shared by policy makers,
opinion formers and possibly significant sections of their general population that
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the position which they believe oughr to be theirs in terms of international status
is forever being denied or blocked off to them.>

This mentality pervaded not only Nazi actions, but the Ottoman empire’s destruction
of its Christian minorities (Chapter 5), the Khmer Rouge genocide in Cambodia in
the 1970s (Chapter 7), and the Serb victimization narrative that fuelled the Bosnian
genocide of the 1990s (Chapter 8).” A final example displaying this trajectory of
genocidal ascent and genocidal decline is the Russian/Soviet/Chechen experience
(Chapter 5 and Box 5a). The frequently exterminatory violence of tsarist Russia’s
conquest of the Caucasus, from the late 1820s to the 1860s, was followed by a
measure of stability in the final decades of the tsarist empire, and sporadic stability
— to the extent that any population enjoyed it — under Soviet and early Stalinist rule.
But when the Stalinist regime felt itself mortally threatened in 1941-42, particularly
in the peripheral areas conquered by its tsarist forebears, the uprooting was again
epic in scale and the violence again mass-murderous, for Chechens and for other
minority peoples besides. And the tendency can be traced to the contemporary
period, with the wars-unto-genocide launched by the Yeltsin and Putin regimes
against rebellious Chechnya (Box 5a). The pathological excesses of the violence reflect
a post-Soviet Russia reduced and vulnerable, stripped of its quasi-colonies in eastern
Europe and central Asia, and obsessed with holding onto minority-dominated
territories on the fringes of the shrunken empire.

GENOCIDE AND WAR

War’s special trick is to push to incandescence the imaginaire of fear . . . It is “them”
or “us.” In the name of this security dilemma, everything becomes justifiable.
Jacques Sémelin

If state formation, imperialism, war, and social revolution are genocide’s “four
horsemen,” then war and genocide might be described as Siamese twins. The intimate
bond between the two is evident from the twentieth-century record alone. All three
of the century’s “classic” genocides — against Armenians in Turkey, Jews in Nazi-
occupied Europe, and Tutsis in Rwanda — occurred in a context of civil and/or
international war. The wartime context is only a necessary, not a sufficient, expla-
nation; but as historian Christopher Fettweis asked of the Jewish Holocaust, “Should
one be surprised that the most destructive war in history was accompanied by
one of the most dramatic instances of violence against civilians?”*® A perceptive
scholar of the relationship, Martin Shaw, considered genocide to be an offshoot of
“degenerate” warfare, with its large-scale targeting of civilian populations.”®

The line between “legitimate” war and genocide is hard to draw. Still, most geno-
cide scholars acknowledge intimate connections between the two, and many rank war
as genocide’s greatest single enabling factor. “Thank God that now, during wartime,
we have a whole series of opportunities that would be closed off to us in peacetime,”
Nazi leader Joseph Goebbels exulted in his diary in March 1942, as the machinery
of full-scale Holocaust geared up around him.®
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Figure 2.8 War seems
always to have been waged,
and glorified, in human
history. It often assumes

a genocidal character,
physically annihilating
and supplanting “enemy”
populations. A frieze

from the ruins of the
ninth-century Angkor
civilization in Cambodia
vividly depicts the violence
of much premodern
warmaking.

Source: Courtesy Griselda
Ramirez.

Figure 2.9 The collective struggle and sacrifice of war
serve to bolster intracommunal bonds and heighten
fear and suspicion of designated enemies. Through
acts of memorialization, wars bind new generations
to nationalist projects. Nowhere is this strategy more
pivotal than in post-Soviet Russia, where the epic
losses to the Nazis in World War Two (see Box 6a)
nurture a sense of national pride and solidarity, and
counter ethnic and class divisions. Here, visitors enter
a museum exhibition on the war in Kazan, capital

of Tatarstan, Russian Federation (for more on this

unique city, see pp. 584-85).
Source: Author’s photo, May 2008.

What are these points of connection between war and genocide?

*  War accustoms a society to violence. Large portions of the male population may
be drawn into institutions, the prime purpose of which is to inflict violence. Much
of the remaining population is cast in various productive and reproductive roles.
Nearly all adults are therefore complicit in the war machine. The boundaries
between legality and criminality erode. Psychological and social inhibitions
diminish, often to be replaced by blood-lust.
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*  War increases the quotient of fear and hatred in a society. “War creates a type of
mass psychosis to which societies at peace cannot relate.”®! Both soldiers and
civilians live in dread of death. Propaganda emphasizes the “traitor within’:
“Know that the person whose throat you do not cut now will be the one who
will cut yours,” warned Hutu intellectual Ferdinand Nahimana before the
outbreak of the Rwandan genocide against Tutsis and moderate Hutus in 1994.52
Fear fuels hatred of the one allegedly responsible for the fear, and dependence
on the authority that pledges deliverance from the threat. The ideology of mili-
tarism inculcates “a condition of slavish docility” and “stolid passivity” throughout
the militarized society.®® Societies grow more receptive to state vigilance and
violence, as well as to suspensions of legal and constitutional safeguards.
Dissidence threatens unity and stability, and provokes widespread loathing and
repression.

»  War eases genocidal logistics. With the unified command of society and economy,
it is easier to mobilize resources for genocide. State power is increasingly devoted

to inflicting mass violence. (Indeed, the state itself,

“evolving as it did within the crucible of endless

rounds of combat, served initially as a more efficient

apparatus to fight wars.”)** For example, the wartime
marshalling of rail and freight infrastructure was
essential to the “efficient” extermination of millions of

Jews, and others, in the Nazi death camps. Much of

that infrastructure was built and/or maintained by

forced laborers captured as spoils, another regular
phenomenon in wartime.

»  War provides a smokescreen for genocide.”® “That’s
war” becomes the excuse for extermination.
Traditional sources of information, communi-
cation, and denunciation are foreclosed or rigidly
controlled. “Journalism is highly restricted, and
military censorship prevents the investigation of
reported atrocities. The minds of nations and
of the international community are on other issues
in time of war.”®

o War fuels intracommunal solidarity and inter-
communal enmity. Many who experienced the
wars of the twentieth century recalled them with
mingled pain and pleasure. Few had ever before
considered themselves citizens swept up in a com-

Figure 2.10 Wartime propaganda often dehumanizes mon cause. Most soldiers experienced “a new kind

the enemy, promoting fear and hatred. A US recruiting of Communit}’ held together by common dangel'

poster from World War One (adapting an image and a common goal,”®” which forged the most
previously used in Britain) depicts Germany as a
slavering ape coming ashore in America, wielding a club

enduring friendships of their lives. In general, war

« . . . . .
labeled “Kultur” (culture), an innocent maiden (Lady exaggerates nationalistic impulses as populations
Liberty?) crooked in his arm. come together under outside threats. . . . During
Source: H.R. Hopps (artist)/ Wikimedia Commons. conflict group identities are strengthened as the
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gap between ‘us’ and ‘them’ is magnified, and individuals increasingly emphasize
their solidarity with the threatened group.”®® As psychologist David Barash put
it succinctly: “In enmity, there is unity.”® “What is France if not as defined against
England or Germany? What is Serbia if not as defined against Germany or
Croatia?”’® Solidarity may coalesce around a dominant ethnicity within the
society, prompting the anathematizing of Other-identified minorities.

»  War magnifies humanitarian crisis. Refugee flows — whether of internally or
internationally displaced peoples — may destabilize the society at war, and others
around it. War complicates or prevents the provision of humanitarian assistance.
Millions may starve to death beyond the reach of aid agencies, as in Congo’s messy
and multifaceted wars (Box 9a). “New wars” (see Chapter 12) may come to feed
on war-related humanitarian assistance, which can also buttress genocidally
inclined state authorities, as in Rwanda in the early 1990s.”!

»  War stokes grievances and a desire for revenge. Large numbers of Serbs were
sputred to support Slobodan Milosevic’s ultranationalist option by the collective
memory of genocide committed against Serbs during World War Two. Fewer
Germans would have supported Hitler or the Nazis (Chapter 6) without an
abiding sense of grievance generated by the 1919 Versailles Treaty. Cambodia’s
Khmer Rouge (Chapter 7) would have enjoyed less popular support if years of
American bombing had not terrorized, enraged, and displaced much of the
country’s peasant population.

It would be comforting to think that democratic societies are immune to these
responses. Yet when liberal societies are under stress, as during the present “war on
terror,” they can slide toward genocidal mindsets, motifs and sometimes policies.
In the first edition of this book, I cited comments on a rightwing blog (The Anti-
Idiotarian Rottweiler) posted in the wake of the May 2004 execution, by slow
decapitation, of an American journalist in Iraq. I suggested that the statements, of the
exterminate-all-the-brutes variety, “exposed a brazenly genocidal discourse.””? In
November 2009, the UK Guardian reported that after the shooting rampage at Fort
Hood, Texas, by an American Muslim army officer who shouted “Allahu Akhbar!”
(“God is great!” in Arabic) as he fired, websites “filled with hate mail questioning
[US Muslims’] loyalty.”” T suspected that the Anti-Idiotarian Rottweiler might
have something to say on the matter, and indeed it did. Its contributors were also
vocal about a news item that followed immediately after Major Nadil Malik Hasan’s
atrocity at Fort Hood: the announcement that accused al-Qaeda mastermind Khaled
Sheik Muhammed would be tried for the 9/11 attack (see pp. 45—47) in New York
City, the main attack site. A quite representative sample of the posted comments
follows (there were also a few tentatively liberal responses):

Define “win” [in the “war on terror”]? Okay, how’s this: Make the enemy . . . fear
you at a genetic level and never ever want to go anywhere near you for a thousand
years or more. You use Genghis Khan level brutality. Men, women, children, young,
old, sick or well, you erase them. You scrape the Earth and salt it. They want to go
to allah, you help them in every way possible. They behead a journalist, we destroy
acity. And by destroy I mean down to the cockroaches in their sewers. . . . Absolute
total decimation. That is the only thing these barbarians truly understand.

(DJ Allyn, November 16, 2009)
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Extermination, root and branch, to the third generation. Plow and salt the ground
followed by the blood of swine. . . . They [Muslims] are a festering pustule every-
where they go. They will nor “assimilate,” not ever. They are instructed by the
unHoly Quran to convert, or destroy, the whole world. There is no such thing as
a permanent peace treaty with them . . .

(LC Jon Imperial Hunter, November 11 and 12, 2009)

I honestly do not see any other option to deal with these mutant freaks save
overwhelming, make-them-shit-the-diapers-on-both-ends violence. Coddling
them does not work. They are using our own morality against us. . . . Sometimes,
the only MORAL and RIGHT thing to do is to unleash the beast. . . . It is time
to stand up to them and kick their ass, like it was done to the filthy Nazis.
(Princess Natasha, November 16, 2009)

As for the shitstain in question [Major Hasan]. He again proves my point that
American Muslims are Muslims first, and Americans a distant second. They should
all be deported back to whatever goat-molesting shithole they came from.

(LC Beaker, November 6, 2009)74

To be fair to impressively multicultural America (see further discussion in Chapter
16), there were no serious acts of vigilante violence against Muslims in the aftermath
of either Major Hasan’s atrocity or the New York trial announcement — indeed,
notably few after 9/11. But the rhetoric just cited reminds us of the genocidal
potential lurking in a// societies. The comments are representative and generic; there
is nothing uniquely American about them. They are not even especially sadistic,
compared to other examples that could be cited from the same “discussion” on the
same website. Some posts have a timeless air, reminiscent of the proclamations of
Assyrian kings or Mongol emperors as they prepared to embark on genocidal war
and empire-building. (Note the references to classical precedents — Genghis Khan;
the ancient sowing of destroyed cities with salt.)

But if something in war’s extremism is timeless, something is also distinctively
modern, and this merits exploration.

The First World War and the dawn of industrial death

In July 1916, my grandfather, Alfred George Jones (1885-1949), a British volunteer
soldier, arrived on the Somme farmlands of the western front in France. This terrain
had just witnessed the most massive and disastrous Allied offensive of the First
World War. On July 1, commemorated as the “Black Day” of the British Army, an
offensive by 100,000 troops produced 60,000 Allied casualties in a single day,
including 20,000 killed. The image of British troops walking at a parade-ground
pace, bayonets fixed, across the gently rolling landscapes of the Somme, and directly
into German machine-gun fire, is iconic: “the Somme marked the end of an age of
vital optimism in British life that has never been recovered”” (see Figures 2.11 and

2.12).
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Figure 2.11  Alfred George Jones (1885-1949),  Figure 2.12  An iconic image of the twentieth century: soldiers go “over
the author’s grandfather, a British First World the top” at the Battle of the Somme on July 1, 1916 — the “Black Day of
War veteran. The photo appears to have been the British Army.” The soldier at right has already been shot and fallen
taken shortly after he volunteered for service, in  into the barbed wire of the Allied trenchline. Nearly a century later, the
time to be drawn into the maelstrom of the Somme still symbolizes the futility of modern war, and the impersonal,
Battle of the Somme in July 1916. industrialized mass killing that would reach its apogee with the Nazi

Source: Author’s collection. Holocaust (see Chapter 6 and Box 6a).

Source: Imperial War Museum, London.

My grandfather was thrown into the meat-grinder that followed, which claimed
630,000 Allied casualties and a similar number of Germans over four-and-a-half
months. A sapper in the Royal Engineers, he was blown up and buried for three days
by an artillery shell in “no man’s land” (a term that has since become a metaphor
of the social and cultural dislocation wrought by the First World War). He was
discovered by chance. Shell-shocked, he was shipped to England to convalesce. The
experience triggered epileptic attacks that haunted him to the end of his days; but
he survived to father my father. Thus, for better or worse, you hold this book in your
hands because someone stumbled across my grandfather in no man’s land nearly a
century ago, during the definitive war of modern times.”®

The crisis caused by the “Great War” derived from its combination of industrial
technology and physical immobility. As millions of tons of munitions were unleashed,
soldiers cowered in trenches that trembled or collapsed from the bombardments, and
that between assaults were a wasteland of mud, rats, and corpses. Ten million soldiers
died on all sides — a previously unimaginable figure, and one that left a gaping and
traumatic hole where a generation of young men should have been. For sociologist
Martin Shaw,

The slaughter of the trenches was in many ways the definitive experience of mod-
ern mass killing, seminal to virtually all the mass killing activities of the twentieth
century. The massacre of conscripts was a starting-point for the development
of each of the other strands. As the soldier-victims were mown down in their
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hundreds of thousands in the Somme and elsewhere, they provided a spectacle of
mass death that set the tone for a century. . . . All the main paradigms of twentieth-
century death were already visible in this first great phase of total war.””

Adolf Hitler spent four years in the trenches of the western front (see Figure 2.13).
He had been swept up in nationalist euphoria at the war’s outbreak — there is a
photograph of a Munich crowd celebrating the declaration of war, in which Hitler’s
face may be seen, rapt with enthusiasm. As a soldier, he fought bravely, receiving the
Iron Cross Second Class. He was nearly killed in an Allied gas attack that left him
blind and hospitalized — the prone, powerless position in which he first heard of the
“humiliating” armistice Germany had accepted. (For more on genocide and humilia-
tion, see Chapter 10.) In the war’s aftermath, Hitler joined millions of demobilized
soldiers struggling to find a place in postwar society. His war-fueled alienation, and
his nostalgic longing for the solidarity and comradeship of the trenches, marked him
for life.

The Bolshevik Revolution in Russia, which spawned large-scale killing under
Vladimir Lenin and epic slaughter under Joseph Stalin (Chapter 5), is inconceivable

J‘
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Figure 2.13  The failed Austrian artist Adolf Hitler volunteered to fight in World War One, and discovered his destiny. He is
pictured (at left) with fellow soldiers of Germany’s 16th Bavarian Unit. Hitler won honors for bravery and was incapacitated
in a gas attack, receiving the news of Germany’s surrender in 1918 as he lay prone on his hospital bed. The experience — the

intensity of “total war,” the camaraderie and solidarity of the front lines, the humiliation of injury and surrender — stayed with
Hitler for the rest of his life.

Source: The William Bremen Jewish Heritage Museum, Atlanta, GA.
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The Second

without the trauma of the war. The conflict also directly sparked genocide against
the Christian minorities of the Ottoman realm (see Chapter 4). The genocide was
carried out on the grounds of military “self-defense” against minority groups accused
of seeking to subvert the Ottoman state, in alliance with a historic enemy (Russia).
Genocidal logistics, particularly transport, were greatly facilitated by the requisites
of wartime emergency.

World War and the “barbarization of warfare”

The European theater of the Second World War consisted of two quite different
conflicts. In the west, Nazi occupation authorities were more disciplined and less
brutal, though not where Jews or partisans were concerned. In the east, and in the
Balkans to the south, crimes against humanity were the norm. Genocide featured
prominently among them.

The heart of the eastern war was primarily the struggle between Nazi-led forces
and the Soviet people.”® Soviet armies were dealt a massive blow by the German
Blitzkrieg (lightning-war) of June to December 1941, which pushed all the way to the
suburbs of Moscow. There ensued a titanic struggle between two totalitarian systems
— the largest and most destructive military conflict in history. For Hitler, according
to historian Omer Bartov, it was from the start “an ideological war of extermination
and enslavement”™

Its goal was to wipe out the Soviet state, to enslave the Russian people after
debilitating them by famine and all other forms of deprivation, systematically to
murder all “biological” and political enemies of Nazism, such as the Jews, the
Gypsies [Roma], members of the Communist Party, intellectuals, and so forth, and

finally to turn western Russia into a German paradise of “Aryan” colonizers served
by hordes of Slav helots.””

Reflecting this racial animus and political extremism, the restraints that generally
governed German troops in the West — the preservation of prisoners-of-war, a degree
of respect for civilian lives and property — were abandoned from the outset. “This
struggle must have as its aim the demolition of present Russia and must therefore be
conducted with unprecedented severity,” declared Panzer Group Colonel-General
Hoepner before the invasion. “Both the planning and the execution of every battle
must be dictated by an iron will to bring about a merciless, total annihilation of the
enemy. Particularly no mercy should be shown toward the carriers of the present
Russian-Bolshevik system.”80

The result was a “demodernization” of the eastern front from 1941 to 1945, and
a concomitant “barbarization of warfare,” to cite historian Omer Bartov’s term.
Amidst physical travails, primitive conditions, and endless harassment by partisans,
troops turned readily to atrocity. They were granted a “license to murder disarmed
soldiers and defenseless civilians,” and often carried out the task with an indiscrim-
inate enthusiasm that transported them beyond the limited controls established by
the army.
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The Soviet stance towards the German invader could also be blood-curdling. The
poet Ilya Ehrenburg penned a leaflet for circulation among Soviet frontline troops
titled simply, “Kill”: “The Germans are not human beings. From now on the word
‘German’ is for us the worst imaginable curse. . . . We shall kill. If you have not killed
at least one German a day, you have wasted that day.”®!

Thus conditioned, when Soviet troops reached German soil in East Prussia they
unleashed a campaign of mass rape, murder, and terror against German civilians, who
were overwhelmingly children and women. The campaign of gang rape, which Stalin
notoriously dismissed as the Soviet soldier “having fun with a woman,” is seared into
the German collective memory.®? As many as two million German women were
sexually assaulted: “it was not untypical for Soviet troops to rape every female over
the age of twelve or thirteen in a village, killing many in the process.”®* However,
whatever else may be said, Soviet ideology lacked a strong racist component. Perhaps
as a result, after months of rape and killing, the regime finally imposed on the Soviet
client-state of East Germany was much less malevolent a “new order” than Slavs
experienced under Nazi rule.

Barbarization was also evident in the war in the Pacific, which pitted the US, UK,
China, and their allies against Japanese occupation forces. In his War Without Mercy,
historian John Dower examined the processes of mutual demonization and
bestialization by the US and Japanese polities. These processes both conditioned and
reflected the broader popular hostility in wartime. The American public’s view of
the Japanese enemy was conveyed in a poll taken in December 1944, in which,
according to Gary Bass, “33 percent of Americans wanted to destroy Japan as a
country after the war, 28 percent wanted to supervise and control Japan — and fully
13 percent wanted to kill z//Japanese people.”*Among soldiers consulted in both the
Pacific and European theatres in 1943—44, between 42 percent (Pacific) and 67
percent (Europe) considered “wiping out the whole Japanese nation” as the most
desirable option.®

GENOCIDE AND SOCIAL REVOLUTION

It is on a blank page that the most beautiful poems are written.
Mao Zedong, Chinese revolutionary leader

Revolutions are sudden, far-reaching, and generally violent transformations of a
political order. Social revolutions, which go beyond a change of political regime
to encompass transformations of the underlying class structure, are particularly
wrenching.

Beginning with the English Civil War of 1648, the American Revolution of 1776,
and the French Revolution of 1789, the modern era has witnessed an escalating series
of such transformations. Revolution has been closely linked to struggles for national
independence, as well as to attempts to engineer fundamental changes in the social
order. The uprisings against the crumbling Ottoman Empire in the early twentieth
century provided the template for the century’s national liberation struggles. These
coalesced as a comprehensive movement for decolonization following the Second
World War.
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The Soviet Revolution of 1917, which grew out of the chaos and privation of the
First World War, epitomized the Marxist—Leninist variant of social-revolutionary
strategy. This strategy viewed “all history [as] the history of class struggle” (to cite
Marx and Engels’s Communist Manifesto). Under the influence of Vladimir Lenin,
it stressed the role of a vanguard party in dragging the workers and peasants to
liberation, kicking and screaming if necessary (as it indeed proved to be).3¢ Social-
revolutionary struggle in the early part of the twentieth century also took a fascist
form, as in Mussolini’s Italy and Hitler's Germany.?” Fascism found its shock troops
among workers and the lumpenproletariat (lower social orders and riffraff). Its peasant
following was also considerable. Nevertheless, its base resided in the lower-middle
class, and featured an alliance — or marriage of convenience — with traditional,
conservative sectors.

Both communist and fascist variants of revolution are highly militarized.
This reflects the clandestine organizing and cell-based struggle of revolutionary
strategy, as well as the need to crush counter-revolutionary opposition before, during,
and after the revolution. It also attests to the conviction of some revolutionaries
that the world should share in their victory, or be subjugated by it. As Martin Shaw
noted,

revolution itself . . . increasingly took the form of war, particularly guerrilla war . . .
Revolutionaries pursued armed struggle not as a conclusion to political struggle,
but as a central means of that struggle from the outset. Likewise, established power
has used force not merely to defeat open insurrection, but to stamp out revolu-
tionary forces and terrorize their actual or potential social supporters. As revolution
became armed struggle, counter-revolution became counter-insurgency. In this
sense there has been a radical change in the character of many revolutionary

processes.88

Research into the Turkish and Nazi revolutions produced a key work of comparative
genocide studies, political scientist Robert Melson's Revolution and Genocide (1996),
which summarized the linkage as follows:

1. Revolutions created the conditions for genocidal movements to come to power.

2. Revolutions made possible the imposition of radical ideologies and new orders
that legitimated genocide.

3. The social mobilization of low status or despised groups [e.g., in struggles for
national liberation] helped to make them targets of genocide.

4. Revolutions leading to wars facilitated the implementation of genocide as a
policy of the state.®

While revolution, especially social revolution, may take a genocidal form, so too may
counter-revolution. This book contains numerous instances of revolutions that
spawned genocides (Turkey’s against Christian minorities, Lenin’s and Stalin’s terrors,
the Nazis, the Khmer Rouge in Cambodia, “Hutu Power” in Rwanda). Yet it includes
even more cases in which colonial and contemporary state authorities sought to
stamp out “revolutionary” threats through genocide. The Germans in Southwest
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Africa (Chapter 2), the Chinese in Tibet (Chapter 5), West Pakistan in East Pakistan/
Bangladesh (Box 8a), Serbia in Kosovo, Russia in Chechnya (Box 5a), and Sudan in
Darfur (Box 9a) — all fit the pattern, as does the Guatemalan army’s rampage against
Mayan Indians in the 1970s and 1980s (Box 3a). In all cases, once war is unleashed,
the radicalization and extremism of organized mass violence, described previously,
come to dominate the equation.

THE NUCLEAR REVOLUTION AND “OMNICIDE"

Total war is no longer only between all members of one national community and all
those of another: it is also total because it will very likely set the whole world up in
flames.

Jean-Paul Sartre, On Genocide

As revolutions in the social and political sphere represent dramatic irruptions of new
actors and social forces, so technological revolutions transform the world and human
history. This was the case prior to the First World War, when scientific knowledge,
wedded to an industrial base, facilitated the mass slaughter of 1914-18. An even more
portentous transformation was the nuclear revolution — the discovery that the split-
ting (and later the fusion) of atoms could unleash unprecedented energy, and could
be directed towards military destruction as well as peaceful ends. Atomic bombs had
the power to render conventional weapons obsolete, while “the destructive power
of the hydrogen bomb was as revolutionary in comparison with the atomic bomb as
was the latter to conventional weaponry.”

The invention of nuclear weapons, first (and fortunately last) used in war at
Hiroshima and Nagasaki in August 1945, transformed civilization to its very roots.
“In a real way we all lead something of a ‘double life,”” wrote psychologists Robert
Jay Lifton and Eric Markusen. “We are aware at some level that in a moment we and
everyone and everything we have ever touched or loved could be annihilated, and
yet we go about our ordinary routines as though no such threat exists.”" In his classic
cry for peace, social critic Jonathan Schell described The Fare of the Earth as being
“poised on a hair trigger, waiting for the ‘button’ to be ‘pushed’ by some misguided
or deranged human being or for some faulty computer chip to send out the instruc-
tion to fire. That so much should be balanced on so fine a point . . . is a fact against
which belief rebels.””?

Lifton and Markusen compared the mindset of Nazi leaders and technocrats with
those managing nuclear armories today. Both cultures reflected deep, sometimes
hysterical preoccupations with “national security,” which could be employed to depict
one’s own acts of aggression as pre-emptive. Both involved professionals whose
specialization and distancing from the actuality of destruction helped them to inflict
or prepare to inflict holocaust. A dry, euphemistic language rendered atrocity banal.
Both mindsets accepted megadeath as necessary:

With [nuclear] deterrence, there is the assumption that we must be prepared to
kill hundreds of millions of people in order to prevent large-scale killing, to cure
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the world of genocide. With the Nazis, the assumption was that killing all Jews
was a way of curing not only the Aryan race but all humankind. Involvement in
a therapeutic mission helps block out feelings of the deaths one is or may be
inflicting.”

Whatever the parallels, the immensity of modern nuclear weapons’ destructive power
was beyond Hitler’s wildest fantasies. Scholars coined the term “omnicide” — total
killing — to describe the extinction that nuclear arms could impose: not only on
humans, but on the global ecosystem and all complex life forms, with the possible
exception of the cockroach. Nuclear weapons are the one threat that can make past
and present genocides seem small.

Younger readers of this book may find such comments melodramatic. They will
lack direct memories of the “balance of terror” and the (il)logic of “mutually assured
destruction” that pervaded the Cold War. These spawned a degree of fear and
mass psychosis that marked for life many of those who lived under it, including
myself. Antinuclear sentiment sparked moves towards a prohibition regime (see
Chapter 12), built around arms control treaties between the superpowers and
monitoring the peaceful use of nuclear energy. This left the situation still extremely
volatile, as populations across the Western world recognized in the 1980s: they
staged the largest protest demonstrations in postwar European and North American
history.

Figure 2.14  Another iconic image: the mushroom
cloud of the first atomic bomb ever used against human
beings; Hiroshima, Japan, August 6, 1945.

Source: Wikimedia Commons.
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Figure 2.15 A victim of the atomic blast at Hiroshima, her skin
burned in the pattern of the kimono she was wearing at the
time of the explosion.

Source: Wikimedia Commons.
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Since that time, immediate tensions have subsided. Few today feel themselves
under the perpetual shadow of the mushroom cloud; but, arguably, this reflects no
diminution of the threat. Thousands of missiles remain in the armories of the major
nuclear powers — enough to destroy the world many times over. While a number of
nuclear or proto-nuclear powers have abandoned their programs (South Africa,
several former Soviet republics, Brazil, Argentina), other states have joined the nuclear
club, including India, Pakistan, and North Korea. At least one “conflict dyad” seems
capable of sparking a nuclear holocaust on short notice: that of India and Pakistan.
These countries have fought four wars since 1947, and seemed poised for a fifth as
recently as 2001.

In another way, too, the nuclear threat has multiplied, despite promising recent
developments in the Russian—American relationship.” The Soviet collapse left thou-
sands of missiles in varying states of decay, and often poorly guarded.” They made
attractive targets for mafiosi and impoverished military officers seeking the ultimate
black-market payoff. The client might be a rogue state or terrorist movement that
would have little compunction about using its prize against enemies or “infidels.” The
next chapter of the nuclear saga thus remains to be written. It is possible that it will
be a genocidal, even omnicidal one.
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Genocides of
Indigenous Peoples

INTRODUCTION

This chapter considers the impact of European invasion upon diverse indigenous
p p p p g
peoples. Vast geographic, temporal, and cultural differences exist among these cases,
but there are important common features in the strategies and outcomes of genocide.'
To grasp this phenomenon, we must first define “indigenous peoples.” The task
grasp this p g peop
is not easy. Indeed, both in discourse and in international law, the challenge of
definition remains a “complex [and] delicate” one, in anthropologist Ronald Niezen’s
appraisal.” Nevertheless, there are “some areas of general consensus among formal
attempts at definition,” well captured in a 1987 report by the UN Special Rapporteur

on indigenous issues, José¢ Martinez Cobo:

Indigenous communities, peoples and nations are those which, having a historical
continuity with pre-invasion and pre-colonial societies that developed on their
territories, consider themselves distinct from other sectors of the society now
prevailing in those territories, or parts of them. They form at present nondominant
sectors of society and are determined to preserve, develop and transmit to future
generations their ancestral territories and their ethnic identity, as the basis of their
continued existence as peoples, in accordance with their own cultural patterns,
social institutions and legal systems.?

By this definition, “indigenous” peoples are inseparable from processes of colonialism
and imperialism that consigned the previously dominant population of a colonized
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territory to a marginal status.® A nexus of indigenous identity and structural sub-
ordination is generally held to persist today.

The political and activist components of the indigenist project are also clear from
Martinez Cobo’s definition. Indigenous peoples proclaim the validity and worth
of their cultures, languages, laws, religious beliefs, and political institutions; they
demand respect and political space. Increasingly, they have mobilized to denounce
the genocides visited upon them in the past and demand their rights in the present.
In large part thanks to the growth of international governmental and nongovern-
mental organizations, notably the United Nations system, these mobilizations have
assumed a global character. This is analyzed further in the section on “Indigenous
revival,” below.

COLONIALISM AND THE DISCOURSE OF EXTINCTION

106

The histories of indigenous peoples cannot be understood without reference to
imperialism and colonialism, examined in the previous chapter. In general, though
not overlooking the counterexample of African slavery, the destruction of indigenous
peoples was less catastrophic in cases of “empire lite,” where foreign settlement was
mostly limited to coastal settlements, and networks of trade and exploitation were
predominantly in the hands of native satraps. Correspondingly, policies of extermina-
tion and/or exploitation unto death were most pronounced in areas where Europeans
sought to conquer indigenous territories and both displace and supplant their native
populations. The focus here is on this latter variant, known as “settler colonialism.”
Three ideological tenets stand out as justifying and facilitating European conquest,
“pacification,” and “settlement.” The first, most prominent in the British realm
(especially the United States, Canada, and Australasia), was a legal-utilitarian justi-
fication, according to which native peoples had no right to tetritories they inhabited,
owing to their “failure” to exploit them adequately. As Benjamin Madley has pointed
out, this translated in Australasia to the fiction of terra nullius, i.e., that the territories
in question had no original inhabitants in a legal sense; and, in America, to the similar
concept of vacuum domicilium, or “empty dwelling.” The second tenet, most prom-
inent in Latin America, was a religious ideology that justified invasion and conquest
as a means of saving native souls from the fires of hell. The third, more diffuse,
underpinning was a racial-eliminationist ideology. Under the influence of the most
modern scientific thinking of the age, world history was viewed as revolving around
the inevitable, sometimes lamentable supplanting of primitive peoples by more
advanced and “civilized” ones. This would be engineered through military confronta-
tions between indigenous peoples and better-armed Europeans, and “naturally,”
through a gradual dying-off of the native populations. “Genocide began to be
regarded as the inevitable byproduct of progress,” as literary scholar Sven Lindqvist
observed — even if its perpetrators and supporters grew misty-eyed in the process.®
A sophisticated study of this pervasive ideology of inevitable extinction is Patrick
Brandinger’s Dark Vanishings. Brantlinger pointed to the remarkable “uniformity
... of extinction discourse,” which pervaded the speech and writings of “humani-
tarians, missionaries, scientists, government officials, explorers, colonists, soldiers,
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journalists, novelists, and poets.” Extinction discourse often celebrated the destruc-
tion of native peoples, as when the otherwise humane author Mark Twain wrote that
the North American Indian was “nothing but a poor, filthy, naked scurvy vagabond,
whom to exterminate were a charity to the Creator’s worthier insects and reptiles.””
Often, though, the discourse was more complex and ambivalent, including nostalgia
and lament for vanishing peoples. English naturalist Alfred Russel Wallace, who
shared credit with Charles Darwin for the theory of natural selection, wrote:

The red Indian in North America and in Brazil; the Tasmanian, Australian, and
New Zealander in the southern hemisphere, die out, not from any one special
cause, but from the inevitable effects of an unequal mental and physical struggle.
The intellectual and moral, as well as the physical qualities of the European are
superior; the same powers and capacities which have made him rise in a few
centuries from the condition of the wandering savage . . . to his present state of
culture and advancement . . . enable him when in contact with the savage man,
to conquer in the struggle for existence, and to increase at the expense of the less
adapted varieties in the animal and vegetable kingdoms, — just as the weeds of
Europe overrun North America and Australia, extinguishing native productions
by the inherent vigor of their organization, and by their greater capacity for
existence and multiplication.®

Several features of extinction discourse are apparent here, including the parallels
drawn with natural biological selection, and the claims of racial superiority imputed
to northern peoples. Yet it is interesting that Wallace depicted the European con-
querors as analogous to “weeds . . . overrun[ning] North America and Australia,”
rather than as representatives of a noble race. Wallace was in fact an “anti-imperialist
and anti-capitalist”;” hence his critical edge. But like some contemporary observers
(several of whom are cited in the section on “Denying genocide, celebrating
genocide,” below), Wallace found little difficulty in reconciling the extermination
of native peoples with his progressive political views.

There is a close link between extinction discourse and the more virulent and
systematically hateful ideologies that fueled the Nazi Holocaust in Europe (Box 6a).
The Nazis, wrote Lindqvist, “have been made sole scapegoats for ideas of extermi-
nation that are actually a common European heritage.”!® We should also note the
interaction of extinction discourse with ideologies of modernization and capitalist
development, which created “surplus or redundant population[s],” in genocide
scholar Richard Rubenstein’s phrase. As Rubenstein explained in his Age of Triage,
these ideologies produced destructive or genocidal outcomes in European societies
as well, as with the colonial famines of the nineteenth century, or the Holocaust.!!
Ironically, this modernizing ideology also resulted in the migration — as convicts
or refugees from want, political persecution, and famine — of millions of “surplus”
Europeans to the New World. In Australia and the United States, among other
locations, these settlers would become key, often semi-autonomous instruments of
genocide against indigenous peoples.
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THE CONQUEST OF THE AMERICAS
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The reader may ask himself if this is not cruelty and injustice of a kind so terrible that
it beggars the imagination, and whether these poor people would not fare far better if
they were entrusted to the devils in Hell than they do at the hands of the devils of the
New World who masquerade as Christians.

Bartolomé de las Casas, Spanish friar, 1542

I have been looking far,
Sending my spirit north, south, east and west.
Trying to escape death,
But could find nothing,
No way of escape.
Song of the Luiseno Indians of California

The European holocaust of indigenous peoples in the Americas may have been the
most extensive and destructive genocide ever. Ethnic studies scholar Ward Churchill
has called it “unparalleled in human history, both in terms of its sheer magnitude
and its duration.”'? Over nearly five centuries, and perhaps continuing to the present,
wide-ranging genocidal measures have been imposed.'? These include:

* genocidal massacres;

* biological warfare, using pathogens (especially smallpox and plague) to which
the indigenous peoples had no resistance;'

* spreading of disease via the “reduction” of Indians to densely crowded and unhy-
gienic settlements;

* slavery and forced/indentured labor, especially though not exclusively in Latin
America,” in conditions often rivaling those of Nazi concentration camps;

* mass population removals to barren “reservations,” sometimes involving death
marches en route, and generally leading to widespread mortality and population
collapse upon arrival;

* deliberate starvation and famine, exacerbated by destruction and occupation of
the native land base and food resources;

* forced education of indigenous children in white-run schools, where mortality
rates sometimes reached genocidal levels.

Spanish America

The Spanish invasion, occupation, and exploitation of “Latin” America began in the
late fifteenth century, and resulted, according to American studies scholar David
Stannard, in “the worst series of human disease disasters, combined with the most
extensive and most violent program of human eradication, that this world has ever
seen.”!® The tone was set with the first territory conquered, the densely populated
Caribbean island of Hispaniola (today the Dominican Republic and Haiti). Tens of
thousands of Indians were exterminated: the Spanish “forced their way into native
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Figure 3.1  After invading Hispaniola, the
Spanish enslaved the population and inflicted
systematic atrocities, like the severing of limbs
depicted here, upon natives who failed to
deliver sufficient gold to the Spaniards. In two
or three decades, the indigenous population of
Hispaniola was exterminated. The carnage
sparked outrage in Europe, resulting in some
stylized but otherwise accurate contemporary
representations, like this (sixteenth-century?)
rendering.

Source: Wikimedia Commons.

Figure 3.2 A detail of Diego Rivera’s mural “La Gran Tenochtitldn” (1945), depicting the grandeur and social complexity of
the pre-conquest Aztec capital. (Tenochtitldn is today’s Mexico City; Rivera’s mural, of which this is only a small section,
occupies a wall of the presidential palace, just a few meters from the ruins of the Aztec main temple.) The accomplishments
of indigenous societies — in engineering, agriculture, and urban sanitation, for example — often far outstripped those of early-
modern Europe. But indigenous military technologies were no match for European ones. Moreover, some American societies
— like the Aztecs, Mayans, and Iroquois — appear themselves to have waged war-unto-genocide, whether prior to or following
European contact. In the Aztec case, this provoked neighboring Indian nations to join with the Spanish conquistadors, and
supply most of the foot-soldiers who finally besieged and overthrew “the great Tenochtitldn.”

Source: Diego Rivera/Courtesy James Kiracofe.
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settlements,” wrote eyewitness Bartolomé de las Casas, “slaughtering everyone they
found there, including small children, old men, [and] pregnant women.”"” Those
men not killed at the outset were worked to death in gold mines; women survivors
were consigned to harsh agricultural labor and sexual servitude. Massacred, sickened,
and enslaved, Hispaniola’s native population collapsed, “as would any nation sub-
jected to such appalling treatment”'® — declining from as many as eight million people
at the time of the invasion to a scant 20,000 less than three decades later.! African
slaves then replaced native workers, and toiled under similarly genocidal conditions.

Rumors of great civilizations, limitless wealth, and populations to convert to
Christianity in the Aztec and Inca empires lured the Spanish on to Mexico and
Central America. Soon thereafter, assaults were launched against the Inca empire in
present-day Peru, Bolivia, and Ecuador. The Incas constituted the largest empire
in the world, but with their leader Atahuallpa captured and killed, the empire was
decapitated, and quickly fell. “It is extremely difficult now to grasp the beliefs and

Figure 3.3 The Cerro Rico overlooking Potosf, Bolivia. Following the discovery of silver in the mid-sixteenth century, this
mountain largely paid for the profligacy and foreign wars of the Spanish Crown for some two hundred years. Millions of
Indians and some African slaves were forced to work in horrific conditions, making the Cerro possibly the world’s single
biggest graveyard: anywhere from one million to eight million forced laborers perished in the mines, or from silicosis and
other diseases soon after. By some estimates, the mines killed seven out of every ten who worked there. Time for a Potosi
holocaust museum, perhaps?

Source: Author’s photo, 2005.
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motives of the Conquistadores [conquerors] as they cheated, tortured, burnt,
maimed, murdered and massacred their way through South and Meso-America,
causing such ferocious destruction that their compatriot Pedro de Ciéza de Léon
complained that ‘wherever Christians have passed, conquering and discovering, it
seems as though a fire has gone, consuming.”?® A holocaust it indeed proved for the
Indians enslaved on plantations and in silver mines. Conditions in the mines —
notably those in Mexico and at Potosi (see Figure 3.3) and Huancavelica in Upper
Peru (Bolivia) — resulted in death rates matching or exceeding those of Hispaniola.
According to Stannard, Indians in the Bolivian mines had a life expectancy of three
to four months, “about the same as that of someone working at slave labor in the
synthetic rubber manufacturing plant at Auschwitz in the 1940s.”*! In the contem-
porary testimony of Fray Toribio de Motolinfa, “The Indians that died in the mines
produced such a stench that it caused the plague . . . for about half a square league
you could hardly walk without stepping on dead bodies or on bones; and so many
birds and ravens came to eat that they greatly shadowed the sun, and many towns were
depopulated.”??

Only in the mid-sixteenth century did the exterminatory impact of Spanish rule
begin to wane. A modus vivendi was established between colonizers and colonized,
featuring continued exploitation of surviving Indian populations, but also a degree
of autonomy for native peoples. It survived until the mid-nineteenth century, when
the now-independent governments of Spanish America sought to implement the
economic prescriptions then popular in Europe. This resulted in another assault on
“uneconomic” Indian landholdings, the further erosion of the Indian land base and
impoverishment of its population, and the “opening up” of both land and labor
resources to capitalist transformation. Meanwhile, in both South America and North
America, expansionist governments launched “Indian wars” against native nations
that were seen as impediments to economic development and progress. The cam-
paigns against Araucana Indians in Chile and the Querand{ in Argentina form part
of national lore in these countries. Only relatively recently have South American
scholars and others begun to examine such exterminations under the rubric of
genocide.”

The United States and Canada

The first sustained contact between Europeans and the indigenous peoples of North
America developed around the whaling industry that, in the sixteenth century, began
to cross the Atlantic in search of new bounty. Whaling crews put ashore to process
the catch, and were often welcomed by the coastal peoples. Similarly, when the
Pilgrims arrived at Plymouth Rock, Massachusetts, in 1608, their survival through
the first harsh winters was due solely to the generosity of Indians who fed them and
trained them in regional agriculture. The settlers, though, responded to this amity
with contempt for the “heathen” Indians. In addition, as more colonists flooded into
the northeastern seaboard of the future United States, they brought diseases that
wreaked havoc on Indian communities, leading to depopulation that paved the way
for settler expansion into the devastated Indian heartlands.
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BOX 3.1 BUFFY SAINTE-MARIE, “MY COUNTRY 'TIS OF THY
PEOPLE YOU'RE DYING"

Figure 3.4  Cree Canadian singer Buffy Sainte-Marie in concert.
Sainte-Marie exemplified the North American Indian cultural and
political revival of the 1960s and 1970s. Her 1965 song, “My
Country ’Tis of Thy People You’re Dying,” was likely the first
engagement with American Indian genocide in North American
popular culture. It still stands as one of the most powerful and poetic
statements on the subject.

Source: Courtesy www.creative-native.com.

My Country ‘Tis of Thy People You’'re Dying
By Buffy Sainte-Marie
From Little Wheel Spin and Spin (1965)

Now that your big eyes have finally opened

Now that you're wondering how must they feel

Meaning them that you've chased across America’s movie screens
Now that you're wondering “how can it be real?”

That the ones you've called colorful, noble and proud

In your school propaganda

They starve in their splendor?

You've asked for my comment | simply will render

My country 'tis of thy people you're dying.

Now that the longhouses breed superstition

You force us to send our toddlers away

To your schools where they're taught to despise their traditions.
Forbid them their languages, then further say

That American history really began

When Columbus set sail out of Europe, then stress



GENOCIDES OF INDIGENOUS PEOPLES

That the nation of leeches that conquered this land
Are the biggest and bravest and boldest and best.
And yet where in your history books is the tale

Of the genocide basic to this country’s birth,

Of the preachers who lied, how the Bill of Rights failed,
How a nation of patriots returned to their earth?
And where will it tell of the Liberty Bell

As it rang with a thud

O’er Kinzua mud?*

And of brave Uncle Sam in Alaska this year?

My country 'tis of thy people you're dying.

Hear how the bargain was made for the West:

With her shivering children in zero degrees,

Blankets for your land, so the treaties attest,

Oh well, blankets for land is a bargain indeed,

And the blankets were those Uncle Sam had collected

From smallpox-diseased dying soldiers that day.

And the tribes were wiped out and the history books censored,
A hundred years of your statesmen have felt it's better this way.
And yet a few of the conquered have somehow survived,

Their blood runs the redder though genes have paled.

From the Grand Canyon'’s caverns to craven sad hills

The wounded, the losers, the robbed sing their tale.

From Los Angeles County to upstate New York

The white nation fattens while others grow lean;

Oh the tricked and evicted they know what | mean.

My country 'tis of thy people you're dying.

The past it just crumbled, the future just threatens;

Our life blood shut up in your chemical tanks.

And now here you come, bill of sale in your hands

And surprise in your eyes that we're lacking in thanks
For the blessings of civilization you've brought us,

The lessons you've taught us, the ruin you've wrought us
Oh see what our trust in America’s brought us.

My country 'tis of thy people you're dying.

Now that the pride of the sires receives charity,
Now that we're harmless and safe behind laws,
Now that my life’s to be known as your heritage,
Now that even the graves have been robbed,
Now that our own chosen way is a novelty
Hands on our hearts we salute you your victory,
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Choke on your blue white and scarlet hypocrisy

Pitying the blindness that you've never seen

That the eagles of war whose wings lent you glory

They were never no more than carrion crows,

Pushed the wrens from their nest, stole their eggs, changed their story;
The mockingbird sings it, it's all that he knows.

“Ah what can | do?” say a powerless few

With a lump in your throat and a tear in your eye

Can’t you see that their poverty’s profiting you?

My country 'tis of thy people you're dying.

Lyrics reprinted by permission of Buffy Sainte-Marie®®

According to demographer Russell Thornton, disease was “without doubt . . . the
single most important factor in American Indian population decline,”?® which in
five centuries reduced the Indian population of the present-day United States from
between seven and ten million (though anthropologist Henry Dobyns has estimated
as many as eighteen million) to 237,000 by the end of the nineteenth century.?”
Smallpox was the biggest killer: uncounted numbers of Indians died as did O-wapa-
shaw, “the greatest man of the Sioux, with half his band . . . their bodies swollen,
and covered with pustules, their eyes blinded, hideously howling their death song in
utter despair.”*® At least one epidemic was deliberately spread, by British commander
Lord Jeffery Amherst in 1763. Amherst ordered a commanding officer in 1763: “You
will Do well to try to Inoculate the Indians [with smallpox] by means of Blanketts,
as well as to try Every other method that can serve to extirpate this Execrable Race.””
It is likely that other attempts were made to infect Indian populations with the
pox, according to Norbert Finzsch, though their “success” is harder to determine.*
Cholera, measles, plague, typhoid, and alcoholism also took an enormous toll. Other,
often interlocking factors included “the often deliberate destructions of flora and
fauna that American Indians used for food and other purposes,”! whether as a
military strategy or simply as part of the exploitation of the continent’s resources.
An example of both was the extermination of the bison, which was hunted into near
extinction. Perhaps sixty million buffalo roamed the Great Plains before contact.
“. .. By 1895 there were fewer than 7,000 animals left,” and the ecocidal campaign
(see p. 26) “had not only driven [the Indians] to starvation and defeat but had
destroyed the core of their spiritual and ceremonial world.”

Genocidal massacres were also prominent. According to Thornton, though direct
slaughter was a subsidiary cause of demographic decline, it was decisive in the
trajectories of some Indian nations “brought to extinction or the brink of extinction
by ... genocide in the name of war.”?® Perhaps the first such instance in North
America was the Pequot War (1636-37) in present-day Connecticut, when Puritan
settlers reacted to an Indian raid by launching an extermination campaign.* This
“created a precedent for later genocidal wars,”® including that targeting Apaches
in the 1870s. “As there has been a great deal said about my killing women and
children,” the civilian scout leader King Woolsey wrote to military authorities,
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“I will state to you that we killed in this Scout 22 Bucks [males] 5 women &
3 children. We would have killed more women but [did not] owing to having attacked
in the day time when the women were at work gathering Mescal. It sir is next to
impossible to prevent killing squaws in jumping a rancheria [settlement] even were
we disposed to save them. For my part I am frank to say that I fight on the broad
platform of extermination.”

Perhaps most infamous was Colonel John Chivington’s command to his volunteer
soldiers, in November 1864 at Sand Creck, Colorado, to “kill and scalp all, lictle and
big.” Children could not be exempted, Chivington declared, because “Nits make
lice.””” The ensuing massacre prompted a government inquiry, at which Lieutenant

James Connor testified:

I did not see a body of man, woman or child but was scalped, and in many
instances their bodies were mutilated in the most horrible manner — men, women
and children’s privates cut out, &c¢; I heard one man say that he cut out a woman’s
private parts and had them for exhibition on a stock . . . I also heard of numerous
instances in which men had cut out the private parts of females and stretched them
over their saddle-bows and wore them over their hats . . . %8

Recalling this rampage, US President Theodore Roosevelt would call it “as righteous
and beneficial a deed as ever took place on the frontier.”*

As noted above, killing was just one of a complex of genocidal strategies that were
intended to result in the elimination of Indian peoples from the face of the earth.
The Yuki Indians, for example, were subjected to one of the clearest and fastest
genocides of a native nation in US history. The Yuki, numbering perhaps 20,000,
inhabited territory in northern California. With the seizure of California and other
Mexican territories in 1847, the Yuki fell under US control. The following year, the
California Gold Rush began. It proved “probably the single most destructive episode
in the whole history of Native/Euro-American relations.”®® Ranchers and farmers
flowed in and, among many other atrocities, murdered Yuki men and stripped the
communities of children and women, taking the former for servants and the latter
for “wives” and concubines. The Yuki land base was expropriated and the “natives’
food supply . . . severely depleted.” Settler depredations received state sanction in
1859, when California governor John B. Weller “granted state commissions to
companies of volunteers that excelled in the killing of Indians.” The volunteers were
dispatched to “Indian country,” despite warnings from Army officers that they would
“hunt the Indians to extermination.” They proceeded to slaughter “all the Indians
they encountered regardless of age or sex”; their actions were legitimized post facto
by the state legislature’s awarding of wages for their genocidal work. The combination
of “kidnapping, epidemics, starvation, vigilante justice, and state-sanctioned mass
killing” virtually annihilated the Yuki, reducing their numbers from the original
20,000 to about 3,500 in 1854, and /68 by 1880.4! Special Treasury Agent J. Ross
Browne subsequently wrote:

In the history of the Indian race, I have seen nothing so cruel or relentless as the
treatment of those unhappy people by the authority constituted by law for their
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Figure 3.5 US soldiers load the corpses of Indian victims of the Wounded Knee massacre for burial in mass graves,

December 1890.

Source: Smithsonian Institution National Archives.

protection. Instead of receiving aid and succor they have been starved and driven
away from the Reservations and then followed into the remote hiding places where
they have sought to die in peace, cruelly slaughtered until that [sic] a few are left
and that few without hope.*?

James Wilson has likewise called this “a sustained campaign of genocide,” and has
argued that “more Indians probably died as a result of deliberate, cold-blooded
genocide in California than anywhere else in North America.”*?

Other genocidal strategies

Forced relocations of Indian populations often took the form of genocidal death
marches, most infamously the “Trails of Tears” of the Cherokee nation and the “Long
Walk” of the Navajo, which killed between 20 and 40 percent of the targeted
populations en route.** The “tribal reservations” to which survivors were consigned
exacted their own toll through malnutrition and disease.

Then there were the so-called “residential schools,” in which generations of Indian
children were incarcerated after being removed from their homes and families. The
schools operated until recent times; the last one in the US was closed in 1972. In an
account of the residential-school experience, titled “Genocide by Any Other Name,”
Ward Churchill describes the program as
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the linchpin of assimilationist aspirations . . . in which it was ideally intended that
every single aboriginal child would be removed from his or her home, family,
community, and culture at the earliest possible age and held for years in state-
sponsored “educational” facilities, systematically deculturated, and simultaneously
indoctrinated to see her/his own heritage — and him/herself as well — in terms
deemed appropriate by a society that despised both to the point of seeking as a
matter of policy their utter eradication.?>

As Churchill has pointed out, the injunction in the UN Genocide Convention against
“forcibly transferring children of the [targeted] group to another group” qualifies this
policy as genocidal — and in Australia, where a similar policy was implemented, a
government commission found that it met the Convention’s definition of genocide
(see further below). In addition, there was much that was genocidal in the operation
of the North American residential schools apart from the “forcible transfer” of the
captive native children. Crucially, “mortality rates in the schools were appalling from
the outset,” resulting in death rates — from starvation, disease, systematic torture,
sexual predation,* and shattering psychological dislocation — that matched or exceeded
the death rates in Nazi concentration camps. In Canada, for example, the 1907 “Bryce
Report,” submitted by the Indian Department’s chief medical officer,

revealed that of the 1,537 children who had attended the sample group of facilities
since they'd opened — a period of ten years, on average — 42 per cent had died of
“consumption or tuberculosis,” either at the schools or shortly after being
discharged. Extrapolating, Bryce’s data indicated that of the 3,755 native children
then under the “care” of Canadas residential schools, 1,614 could be expected to
have died a miserable death by the end of 1910. In a follow-up survey conducted
in 1909, Bryce collected additional information, all of it corroborating his initial
report. At the QuAppelle School, the principal, a Father Hugonard, informed
Bryce that his facility’s record was “something to be proud of” since “only” 153
of the 795 youngsters who'd attended it between 1884 and 1905 had died in school
or within two years of leaving it.*/

The experience of the residential schools reverberated through generations of native
life in Canada and the US. Alcoholism and substance abuse are now increasingly
understood to reflect the “worlds of pain” inflicted by residential schooling, and the
traumas that Indians in turn inflicted on their own children. Churchill wrote of a
“Residential School Syndrome” (RSS) studied in Canada, which

includes acutely conflicted self-concept and lowered self-esteem, emotional numb-
ing (often described as “inability to trust or form lasting bonds”), somatic disorder,
chronic depression and anxiety (often phobic), insomnia and nightmares, dis-
location, paranoia, sexual dysfunction, heightened irritability and tendency to fly
into rages, strong tendencies towards alcoholism and drug addiction, and suicidal

behavior.*8
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AUSTRALIA'S ABORIGINES AND THE NAMIBIAN HEREROS

The cases of the aboriginal populations of British-colonized Australia and German-
colonized Namibia further illuminate the fate of indigenous peoples worldwide. In
both instances, decades of denial gave way, at the twentieth century’s close, to a greater
readiness to acknowledge the genocidal character of some colonial actions.

Genocide in Australia

In 1788, the “First Fleet” of British convicts was dumped on Australian soil. Over
the ensuing century-and-a-half, the aboriginal population — estimated at about
750,000 when the colonists arrived — was reduced to just 31,000 by 1911. As in
North America, the colonists did not arrive in Australia with the explicit intention
of exterminating the Aborigines. The destruction inflicted on Australian Aborigines
instead reflected a concatenation of ideologies, pressures, and circumstances. Arriving
whites were aghast at the state of the Aborigines, and quickly determined that they
were (1) barely, if at all, human*’ and (2) largely useless. Aboriginal lands, however,
were coveted, particularly as convicts began to be freed (but not allowed to return
to England) and as new waves of free settlers arrived. As the Australian colonial
economy came to center on vast landholdings for sheep-raising and cattle-grazing,
expansion into the interior brought colonists into ever-wider and more conflictive
contact with the Aborigines. Through direct massacre — “at least 20,000 aborigines,
perhaps many more, were killed by the settlers in sporadic frontier skirmishes
throughout the nineteenth century and lasting into the late 1920s™° — Aborigines
were driven away from areas of white colonization and from their own sources of
sustenance. When they responded with raids on the settlers’ cattle stocks, colonists
“retaliated” by “surround[ing] an aborigine camp at night, attack[ing] at dawn, and
massacr[ing] men, women, and children alike.”!

Formal colonial policy did not generally favor genocidal measures. Indeed, the
original instructions to colonial Governor Arthur Phillip were that he “endeavour
by every means in his power to open an intercourse with the natives and to conciliate
their goodwill, requiring all persons under his Government to live in amity and
kindness with them.” But these “benign utterances of far-away governments” con-
trasted markedly with “the hard clashes of interest on the spot.”* Colonial officials
often turned a blind eye to atrocities against the Aborigines, and failed to intervene
effectively to suppress them. The most murderous extremes were reached in
Queensland, where a state militia — effectively a death squad — was “given carte
blanche to go out and pursue ‘niggers’ far into the bush and indiscriminately shoot
them down — often quite regardless of whether a particular tribal group had been
responsible for an alleged wrongdoing or not — with the rape of cornered women
inevitably being one unofficially sanctioned perk of these operations.”? Historian
Henry Reynolds estimated between 8,000 and 10,000 Aborigines murdered in
Queensland from 1824 to 1908.%

Legal discrimination, and the imposition of broader “social death” measures,
buttressed these frequent genocidal massacres. Until the late nineteenth century, no

119



GENOCIDES OF INDIGENOUS PEOPLES

120

Aborigine was allowed to give testimony in a white man’s court, rendering effective
legal redress for dispossession and atrocity a practical impossibility. Moreover,
extinction discourse took full flight, with the British novelist Anthony Trollope, for
example, writing in the 1870s that the Aborigines’ “doom is to be exterminated; and
the sooner that their doom is accomplished, — so that there can be no cruelty [!], —
the better will it be for civilization.”’

The combination of clashes between colonists and natives, disease, and exter-
mination campaigns was strikingly similar to the North American experience. The
destruction of the aboriginal population of the island of Tasmania is often cited as a
paradigmatic colonial genocide. The 3,000-15,000 native inhabitants were broken
down by the usual traumas of contact, and survivors were dispatched (in a supposedly
humanitarian gesture) to barren Flinders Island.’® There “they died, if not directly
from observable neglect, bad conditions and European illness, then from alcohol-
assisted anomie, homesickness and the pointlessness of it all. Tellingly, there were
few and ultimately no births on the island to make up for deaths.”’

The destruction was so extensive that many observers contended that the island’s
aboriginals had been completely annihilated. This appears to have been true for full-
blooded aboriginals, one of the last of whom, a woman named Truganini (Figure 3.6),
died in 1876. It ignored, however, aboriginals of mixed blood, thousands of whom
live on today.’

As was true for indigenous peoples elsewhere, the twentieth century witnessed
not only a demographic revival of the Australian Aborigines but — in the latter half
of the century — the emergence of a powerful movement for land rights and
restitution. Subsequently, this movement’s members worked to publicize the trauma
caused by the kidnapping of aboriginal children and their placement in white-run
institutional “homes.” These were strikingly similar, in their underlying (assimila-
tionist) ideology, rampant brutality, and sexual predation, to the “residential schools”
imposed upon North American Indians. In response to growing protest about these
“stolen generations” of aboriginal children (the title of a landmark 1982 book by Peter

Figure 3.6  Truganini (also known as Trugernanner) (1812-76) was often
described as the last of the full-blooded aboriginal population of Tasmania,
though in fact several may have outlived her. “Before she was eighteen, her
mother had been killed by whalers, her first fiancé died while saving her from
abduction, and in 1828, her two sisters, Lowhenunhue and Maggerleede, were
abducted and taken to Kangaroo Island, off South Australia and sold as slaves.”
(“Trugernanner,” http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trugernanner.) Truganini was
one of the approximately 200 Aborigines removed to Flinders Island off the
Tasmanian coast, where most died from disease between 1833 and 1847. After
her death in 1876, Truganini’s skeleton was displayed by the Royal Society of
Tasmania. Only in 1976 were her remains removed and cremated; fragments of
her skin and hair housed in the Royal College of Surgeons, UK, were returned
for burial in Tasmania in 2002. The date of the photo is uncertain.

Source: Anton Brothers/Wikimedia Commons.
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Figure 3.7  February 8, 2008: Children at a school in Perth, Australia, join forces to spell out “Sorry,” shortly before the
country’s prime minister issued a formal apology to the “Stolen Generations” of aboriginal children. A national “Sorry Day,”
expressing remorse for Australia’s treatment of its indigenous population, has become a national institution since it was first
launched in 1998.

Source: Courtesy Mark Binns/Flickr.

Read),* a national commission of inquiry was struck in 1995. Two years later it issued
Bringing Them Home, which stated that Australia’s policy of transferring aboriginal
children constituted genocide according to the UN Convention definition. This
claim provoked still-unresolved controversy (and the report’s co-author later abjured
the term).®* The Australian Prime Minister at the time, John Howard, denounced the
“black armband” view of his country’s history (that is, a focus on negative elements
of the Australian and aboriginal experience). However, although many voices were
raised in public fora and Australian media generally supported Howard’s rejectionist
stance, the report ensured that “the dreaded ‘g’ word is firmly with us,” as Colin Tatz
wrote. “Genocide is now in the vocabulary of Australian politics, albeit grudgingly,
or even hostilely.”®!

In February 2008, incoming Labour prime minister Kevin Rudd declared as his
government’s first act of parliament: “We apologise for the laws and policies of
successive parliaments and governments that have inflicted profound grief, suffering

and loss on these our fellow Australians. . . . For the pain, suffering and hurt of these
stolen generations, their descendants and for their families left behind, we say
sorry.” %2
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The Herero genocide
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It is now widely acknowledged that the first genocide of the twentieth century was
committed by German colonial forces in their near-extermination of the Herero
nation in present-day Namibia, which took place during the century’s first decade.®

The pattern of colonial invasion and occupation that provoked the Herero
uprising was a familiar one. Drawn by the opportunities for cattle ranching, some
5,000 Germans had flooded into the territory by 1903. Colonists’ deception,
suasion, and violent coercion pushed the Hereros into an ever-narrower portion of
their traditional landholdings. In 1904, the Hereros rose up against the Germans.
Declaring, “Let us die fighting rather than die as a result of maltreatment, imprison-
ment, or some other calamity,”®* Hereros paramount chief Samuel Maharero led
his fighters against military outposts and colonists, killing about 120 Germans. This
infuriated the German leader Kaiser Wilhelm II, who responded by dispatching
the hardline Lt.-Gen. Lothar von Trotha. Von Trotha was convinced that African
tribes “are all alike. They only respond to force. It was and is my policy to use force
with terrorism and even brutality. I shall annihilate the revolting [rebellious] tribes
with rivers of blood and rivers of gold. Only after a complete uprooting will
something emerge.”®

After five months of sporadic conflict, about 1,600 German soldiers armed with
machine guns and cannons decisively defeated the Hereros at the Battle of

Waterberg.® After vanquishing the Hereros, the German Army launched a “mass orgy
of killing”:

Not only were there repeated machine gunnings and cannonades, but Herero men
were slowly strangled by fencing wire and then hung up in rows like crows, while
young women and girls were regularly raped before being bayoneted to death.
The old, the sick, the wounded were all slaughtered or burnt to death. Nor were
children spared, one account describing how men, women and children were
corralled into a high thorn and log enclosure before being “doused with lamp oil
and burnt to a cinder.”®’

Survivors fled into the Omahake desert. Von Trotha then issued his notorious
“annihilation order” (Vernichtungsbefehl). In it, he pledged that “within the German
borders every Herero, with or without a gun, with or without cattle, will be shot. I
will no longer accept women and children [as prisoners], I will drive them back to
their people or I will let them be shot at.”®® The order remained in place for several
months, until a domestic outcry led the German Chancellor to rescind it. A con-
temporary account described Hereros emerging from the desert “starved to skeletons
with hollow eyes, powerless and hopeless.”® They were then moved to concentration
camps. “A continuing desire to destroy the Hereros played a part in the German
maintenance of such lethal camp conditions,” wrote Benjamin Madley; he noted
elsewhere that “according to official German figures, of 15,000 Hereros and 2,200
Namas incarcerated in camps, some 7,700 or 45 percent perished.””® (In October
1904, another tribal nation, the Namas, also rose up in revolt against German rule
and was crushed, with approximately half the population killed. Many scholars thus
refer to the genocide of the Hereros and Namas.)
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Figure 3.8  Famished Hereros after emerging from the Omahake Figure 3.9 Conditions in the Shark Island
desert in Namibia, c. 1907. concentration camp inflicted death tolls on Hereros
and Namas that were comparable to Nazi slave

Source: Ullstein Bilderdienst, Berlin/Wikimedia Commons. X X ¢ .
labor camps. Today the island is a tourist campsite.

Source: Dr. Klaus Dierks/www.klausdierks.com.

A comparative and global-historical approach to genocide allows us to perceive
important connections between campaigns of mass killing and group destruction that
are widely separated in time and space. Scholarship on the genocide against the
Hereros provides an excellent example. It is increasingly acknowledged that it paved
the way, in important respects, for the prototypical mass slaughter of that century —
Nazi mass murder (Chapter 6 and Box 6a). As summarized by Madley:

The Herero genocide was a crucial antecedent to Nazi mass murder. It created the
German word Konzentrationslager [concentration camp] and the twentieth century’s
first death camp. Like Nazi mass murder, the Namibian genocides were premised
upon ideas like Lebensraum [living space], annihilation war [ Vernichtungskrieg], and
German racial supremacy. Individual Nazis were also linked to colonial Namibia.
Hermann Goering, who built the first Nazi concentration camps, was the son of
the first governor of colonial Namibia. Eugen Fischer, who influenced Hitler and
ran the institute that supported Joseph Mengele’s medical “research” at Auschwitz,
conducted racial studies in the colony. And Ritter von Epp, godfather of the Nazi
party and Nazi governor of Bavaria from 1933-1945, led German troops against
the Herero during the genocide.”!

Following the independence of Namibia in 1990 (from South Africa, which had
conquered the territory during the First World War), survivors’ descendants called
on Germany to apologize for the Herero genocide, and provide reparations. In August
2004 — the centenary of the Herero uprising — the German development-aid minister,
Heidemarie Wieczorek-Zeul, attended a ceremony at Okakarara in the region of
Otjozondjupa, where the conflict had formally ended in 1906. The minister
eloquently stated that:
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A century ago, the oppressors — blinded by colonialist fervour — became agents
of violence, discrimination, racism and annihilation in Germany’s name. The
atrocities committed at that time would today be termed genocide —and nowadays
a General von Trotha would be prosecuted and convicted. We Germans accept
our historical and moral responsibility and the guilt incurred by Germans at
that time. And so, in the words of the Lord’s Prayer that we share, I ask you to
forgive us.”

Of Wieczorek-Zeul’s declaration, Jiirgen Zimmerer wrote: “To my knowledge it is
the first and only apology by a high-ranking member of the government of a former
colonial power referring to genocide for colonial crimes.””® Moves were afoot early
in 2010 to offer millions of euros in reparations in the form of German development
aid aimed at traditionally Herero regions of Namibia.

DENYING GENOCIDE, CELEBRATING GENOCIDE

124

I celebrated Thanksgiving in an old-fashioned way. I invited everyone in my neigh-
borhood to my house, we had an enormous feast, and then I killed them and took their

land.

Jon Stewart, US comedian

Denial is regularly condemned as the final stage of genocide (see Chapter 14). How,
then, are we to class the mocking or celebrating of genocide? These are sadly not
uncommon responses, and they are nowhere more prominent than with regard to
genocides of indigenous peoples.

Among most sectors of informed opinion in the Americas — from Alaska to Tierra
del Fuego — the notion that indigenous peoples experienced genocide at the hands
of their white conquerors is dismissed and derided.”* In a September 2001 post to
the H-Genocide academic mailing list, Professor Alexander Bielakowski of the
University of Findlay engaged in what seemed outright genocidal denial, writing that
“if [it] was the plan” to “wipe out the American Indians . . . the US did a damn poor
job following through with it.””> This is a curious way to describe the annihilation
of up to 98 percent of the indigenous population of the United States over three
centuries. The fine British historian Michael Burleigh took a similarly flippant jab
in his book Ethics and Extermination, scoffing at notions of “the ‘disappearance’ of the
[Australian] Aboriginals or Native Americans, some of whose descendants mysteri-
ously seem to be running multi-million dollar casinos.””® How can a tiny Indian elite
be considered representative of the poorest, shortest-lived ethnic minority in the US
and Canada?

Celebrations of indigenous genocide also have no clear parallel in mainstream
discourse. Thus one finds prominent essayist Christopher Hitchens describing
protests over the Columbus quincentenary (1992) as “an ignorant celebration of stasis
and backwardness, with an unpleasant tinge of self-hatred.” For Hitchens, the
destruction of Native American civilization was simply “the way that history is made,
and to complain about it is as empty as complaint about climatic, geological or
tectonic shift.” He justified the conquest on classic udilitarian grounds:



GENOCIDES OF INDIGENOUS PEOPLES

It is sometimes unambiguously the case that a certain coincidence of ideas, tech-
nologies, population movements and politico-military victories leaves humanity
on a slightly higher plane than it knew before. The transformation of part of the
northern part of this continent into “America” inaugurated a nearly boundless
epoch of opportunity and innovation, and thus deserves to be celebrated with grear
vim and gusto, with or without the participation of those who wish they had never
been born.””

The arrogance and contempt in these comments are echoed in the pervasive appro-
priation of Indian culture and nomenclature by North American white culture. Note,
for example, the practice of adopting ersatz Indian names and motifs for professional
sports teams. James Wilson has argued that calling a Washington, DC football
franchise the “Redskins” is “roughly the equivalent of calling a team ‘the Buck Niggers’
or ‘the Jewboys.””® Other acts of appropriation include naming gas-guzzling vehicles
(the Winnebago, the Jeep Cherokee) after Indian nations, so that peoples famous
for their respectful custodianship of the environment are instead associated with
technologies that damage it. This is carried to extremes with the grafting of Indian
names onto weaponry, as with the Apache attack helicopter and the Tomahawk cruise
missile. In Madley’s opinion, such nomenclature “casts Indians as threatening and
dangerous,” subtly providing “a post-facto justification for the violence committed
against them.”””

COMPLEXITIES AND CAVEATS

Several of the complicating factors in evaluating the genocide of indigenous peoples
have been noted. Prime among them is the question of intent.

Specific intent (see pp. 37-38) is easy enough to adduce in the consistent tendency
towards massacre and physical extermination, evident from the earliest days of
European conquest of the Americas, Africa, Australasia, and other parts of the world.
Yet in most or perhaps all cases, this accounted for a minority of deaths among the
colonized peoples.

The forced-labor institutions of Spanish America also demonstrated a high degree
of specific intent. When slaves are dying in large numbers, after only a few months
in the mines or on the plantations, and your response is not to improve conditions
but to feed more human lives into the inferno, this is direct, “first-degree” genocide
(in Ward Churchill’s conceptualizing; see Chapter 1, note 96). The mechanisms of
death were not appreciably different from those of many Nazi slave-labor camps.

Disease was the greatest killer. Here, specific intent arguably prevailed only in the
direct acts of biological warfare against Indian nations. More significant was a general
genocidal intent, with disease tolls greatly exacerbated by malnutrition, overwork,
and outright enslavement.®’ In some cases, though, entire Indian nations were
virtually wiped out by pathogens before they had ever set eyes on a European. In
addition, many of the connections between lack of hygiene, overcrowding, and the
spread of disease were poorly understood for much of the period of the attack on
indigenous peoples. Concepts of second- and third-degree genocide might apply here,
if one supports Churchill’s framing.
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Further complexity arises in the agents of the killing. Genocide studies emphasizes
the role of the state as the central agent of genocide, and one does find a great deal
of state-planned, state-sponsored, and state-directed killing of indigenous peoples.
In many and perhaps most cases, however, the direct perpetrators of genocide were
colonial settlers rather than authorities. Indeed, colonists often protested the alleged
lack of state support and assistance in confronting “savages.” To the extent that
policies were proposed to halt the destruction of native peoples, it was often those
in authority who proposed them, though effective measures were rarely implemented.
Measures were taken, as at Flinders Island, to “protect” and “preserve” aboriginal
groups, but these often contributed to the genocidal process. As Colin Tatz has pointed
out, “nowhere does the [Genocide] Convention implicitly or explicitly rule out intent
with bona fides, good faith, ‘for their own good’ or ‘in their best interests.”8!

Helpful here might be historian Patrick Wolfe’s notion of a “logic of elimi-
nation,”® and Tony Barta’s influential concept of the “genocidal society — as distinct
from a genocidal state.” This is defined as a society “in which the whole bureaucratic
apparatus might officially be directed to protect innocent people but in which a whole
race is nevertheless subject to remorseless pressures of destruction inherent in the
very nature of the society.”® The nature of settler colonialism, in other words, made
conflict with native peoples, and their eventual large-scale destruction, almost
inevitable. As Mark Levene has phrased it, while benevolent intentions sometimes
existed, “the problem was that these good intentions were at odds with the very
colonial project itself.” Whenever push came to shove, “the ‘Anglo’ state always
ultimately sided with the interests of capital, property and development, whatever the
murderous ramifications.”* State authorities, though they might occasionally have
decried acts of violence against natives, were above all concerned with ensuring that

Figure 3.10 Nahua victims of a sixteenth-century smallpox epidemic in
Mexico, with the distinctive vomiting and spotted appearance of the infected.

Source: Nahua artist in the Florentine Codex compiled by Fray Bernardino de
Sahagtn in the sixteenth century/Wikimedia Commons.
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the colonial or post-colonial endeavor succeeded. As one British House of Commons
committee reported in the 1830s, “Whatever may have been the injustice of this
encroachment [on indigenous lands], there is no reason to suppose that either justice
or humanity would now be consulted by receding from it.”® If the near-annihilation
of the indigenous population nonetheless resulted, this was sometimes lamented
(perhaps with romantic and nostalgic overtones, as described in Brantlinger’s Dark
Vanishings), but it was never remotely sufficient to warrant the cancellation or serious
revision of the enterprise.%

A few other ambiguous features of genocides against indigenous peoples may be
cited. First, the prevailing elite view of history has tended to underestimate the role
of the millions of people who migrated from the colonial metropole to the “New
World.” These settlers and/or administrators were critical to the unfolding of the
genocides, not only through the diseases they carried, but (notably in Australasia)
through the massacres they authorized and implemented.?” It should not be for-
gotten, however, that many of them were fleeing religious persecution or desperate
material want. Think of the millions of Irish who abandoned their homeland during
the Great Hunger of 184648, or the English convicts shipped off for minor crimes
to penal colonies in the Antipodes. Settlers and administrators often suffered dreadful
mortality rates. As with the indigenous population, death usually resulted from
exposure to pathogens to which they had no resistance. To cite an extreme example,
“it is said that 6,040 died out of the total of 7,289 immigrants who had come to
Virginia by February, 1625, or around 83 percent.”® Elsewhere, “tropical maladies
turn[ed] assignments to military stations, missions, or government posts into death
watches.”®?

Finally, we should be careful not to romanticize indigenous peoples and their
precontact societies. To limit the discussion to the Americas: it was broadly true that
genocide, and war unto genocide, featured only rarely. War among North American
Indian communities (excluding present-day Mexico) was generally “farre lesse bloudy
and devouring than the cruell Warres of Europe,” as one European observer put it.”
But there were notable exceptions. According to genocide scholars Daniel Chirot
and Clark McCauley, “Before widespread contact with the Europeans, warfare among
the stateless societies of [the North American northwest], ranging from Puget
Sound through the coasts of British Columbia and into the Alaskan panhandle, was
frequent and bloody, with exterminations of whole tribes, except for those taken
as slaves, not uncommon.”! Aboriginal slavery institutions could also be genocidal;
of the Indians of the same northwest coastal region, sociologist Orlando Patterson has
written that “nothing in the annals of slavery” can match them “for the number
of excuses a master had for killing his slaves and the sheer sadism with which he
destroyed them.”? Post-contact warfare also assumed a virulent form, as with the
Iroquois territorial expansion of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, which
anthropologist Jeffrey Blick has studied as a case of genocide.”?

Mass violence seems to have been more pervasive among the native populations
of Central America and Mexico, at least during certain periods. In the classic era of
Mayan civilization (600-900 CE), war seems to have been waged with frequency
and sometimes incessantly; many scholars now link endemic conflict to the collapse
of the great Mayan cities, and the classical civilization along with it. The Aztecs of
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Mexico, meanwhile, warred to capture prisoners for religious sacrifice, sometimes
thousands at a time, at their great temple in Tenochtitldn. The Aztecs so ravaged and
alienated surrounding nations that these subjects enthusiastically joined with
invading Spanish forces to destroy them.

Collaboration with the colonizing force, often arising from and exacerbating the
tensions of indigenous international relations, was quite common throughout
the hemisphere.?* Soon Indians, too, became participants in genocidal wars against
other Indian nations — and sometimes against members of the colonizing society as
well. Reference has already been made (Chapter 1) to subaltern genocide, in which
oppressed peoples adopt genocidal strategies against their oppressors. Latin America
offers several examples, studied in detail by historian Nicholas Robins in Native
Insurgencies and the Genocidal Impulse in the Americas.”> The millenarian “Great
Rebellion” in Upper Peru (Bolivia) in the 1780s explicitly aimed to slaughter or expel
all white people from the former Inca realm. In Mexico’s Yucatdn peninsula in
the mid-nineteenth century, Mayan Indians rose to extirpate the territory’s whites
or drive them into the sea.”® In both cases, the genocidal project advanced some
distance before the whites launched a successful (and genocidal) counter-attack.
I believe we can sympathize with the enormous and often mortal pressure placed
upon indigenous peoples, while still recognizing that a genocidal counter-strategy
sometimes resulted.

INDIGENOUS REVIVAL
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As the Guatemala case study (Box 3a) demonstrates, assaults on indigenous peoples
— including genocide — are by no means confined to distant epochs. According to
Ken Coates, “the era from the start of World War II through to the 1960s . . . [was]
an era of unprecedented aggression in the occupation of indigenous lands and,
backed by the equally unprecedented wealth and power of the industrial world, the
systematic dislocation of thousands of indigenous peoples around the world.””
In many regions, invasions and occupations by colonists and corporations, seeking
to exploit indigenous lands and resources, continues. And in the “developed world”
— Canada, the US, Australasia — the situation of indigenous peoples “is as deplorable
as in the very poorest [parts] of the third world.””® Measured in life expectancy,
malnutrition, vulnerability to infectious disease, and many other basic indices,
indigenous peoples in most of the countries they inhabit are the most marginalized
and deprived of all.”

No less than in past periods, however, invasion, deprivation, and attempted
domination have fueled indigenous resistance. In recent decades, this has assumed the
new form of a global indigenous mobilization. The “indigenous revival” is linked
to decolonization. It also reflects the development of human-rights philosophies
and legislation — particularly in the period following the Second World War,
when numerous rights instruments were developed (including the UN Genocide
Convention). Decolonization brought to fruition the pledges of self-determination
that had featured in the charter of the League of Nations, but had withered in the
face of opposition from colonial powers. But this was liberation from domination
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by external colonial forces. As Niezen has pointed out, the horrors of the Nazi era
in Europe “contributed to a greater receptiveness at the international level to measures
for the protection of minorities,” given the increasing recognition “that states could
not always be relied upon to protect their own citizens, that states could even pass
laws to promote domestic policies of genocide.”'% At the same time as this realization
was gaining ground, so was an acceptance among the diverse colonized peoples that
they were members of a global indigenous class. The United Nations, which in 1960
declared self-determination to be a human right, became a powerful forum for the
expression of indigenous aspirations, particularly with the creation in 1982 of a
Working Group on Indigenous Populations in the UN Economic and Social Council
(ECOSOCQ). Attending a session of the working group, Australian aboriginal repre-
sentative Mick Dodson described his dawning recognition that “We were all part of
a world community of Indigenous peoples spanning the planet; experiencing the
same problems and struggling against the same alienation, marginalisation and sense
of powerlessness.” !

Figure 3.11  Belém, Brazil, January 2009: men from a coalition of Indian groups stage a protest against health conditions in
their communities. Centuries after the initial rounds of Western conquest and genocide, indigenous groups remain among the
shortest-lived and most economically impoverished populations in their respective nation-states. But recent decades have
witnessed mounting resistance to these conditions, part of the global resurgence and revitalization of indigenous societies and
identities.

Source: Fabio Rodrigues Pozzebom/Agéncia Brasil/Wikimedia Commons.
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An event of great significance in the Western hemisphere was the first Continental
Indigenous International Convention, held in Quito, Ecuador in July 1990,
and “attended by four hundred representatives from 120 indigenous nations and
organizations.”'%? Simultaneously, the number of non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) grew exponentially, so that by 2000 the UN High Commissioner for
Human Rights could cite some 441 organizations of indigenous peoples world-
wide. And indigenous peoples in many parts of the world strove to use the “master’s
tools” — the educational and legal systems of the dominant society — to reclaim the
lands, political rights, and cultural autonomy stripped from them by their colonial
conquerors.

At the national level, the impact of these movements is increasingly far-reaching,.
In the United States, an ever-greater number of individuals are choosing to self-
identify as Native Americans,'” and more and more native nations are petitioning
for federal recognition; an “Indigenous Peoples’ Day” has supplanted Columbus Day
in some US cities. In Latin America, the impact has been more dramatic still.
Indigenous peoples in Ecuador and Bolivia have “converged in mass mobilizations,
breathtaking in their scale and determination,” that overthrew governments and
ushered in “a new revolutionary moment in which indigenous actors have acquired
the leading role,” led by current president Evo Morales.!® In Mexico on January 1,
1994, indigenous peoples in the poverty-stricken southern state of Chiapas rose up
in revolt against central authorities — the so-called Zapatista rebellion — protesting
the disastrous impact on the native economy of cheap, subsidized corn exports
from the US under the recently signed North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA). The Zapatistas have since established substantial local autonomy in their
zone of control.

On September 13, 2007, nearly nine in ten member states of the United Nations
General Assembly voted in favor of the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples. The document expressed its concern “that indigenous peoples have suffered
from historic injustices as a result of, inter alia [among other things], their coloniza-
tion and dispossession of their lands, territories and resources, thus preventing them
from exercising, in particular, their right to development in accordance with their own
needs and interests. . .” In refutation of these imperial strategies, the declaration
empbhasized that:

Indigenous peoples have the right to the full enjoyment, as a collective or as
individuals, of all human rights and fundamental freedoms as recognized in the
Charter of the United Nations, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and
international human rights law. . . . Indigenous peoples and individuals are free
and equal to all other peoples and individuals and have the right to be free from
any kind of discrimination, in the exercise of their rights, in particular that based
on their indigenous origin or identity. . . . Indigenous peoples have the right to
self-determination. By virtue of that right they freely determine their political
status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural development. . ..
Indigenous peoples, in exercising their right to self-determination, have the right
to autonomy or self-government in matters relating to their internal and local
affairs, as well as ways and means for financing their autonomous functions. . . .
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Indigenous peoples have the right to maintain and strengthen their distinct
political, legal, economic, social and cultural institutions, while retaining their
right to participate fully, if they so choose, in the political, economic, social and
cultural life of the State.!®

Despite the historic nature of the declaration, there were some notable holdouts
among UN member states. Not surprisingly, the most prominent opponents — the
only ones voting against the declaration — were delegates of countries responsible for

some of the most brazen acts of colonial invasion and dispossession: the United States,
Canada, New Zealand, and Australia.'%
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Map 3A.1  Guatemala.

The mountainous sierra zone is the heartland of Mayan culture and settlement, and was

devastated in the genocide of 1981-83.

Source: Map provided by WorldAtlas.com.
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perhaps exterminatory and genocidal, as for the Aztecs of the valley of Mexico
several centuries later (see pp. 127-28).

After the collapse of classical Mayan culture, descendent populations
gravitated toward the Guatemalan sierra and other mountainous regions, such
as Chiapas in southern Mexico.! The Mayan region experienced one of the most
savage of all sixteenth-century conquistador campaigns, when Pedro de Alvarado
arrived to lay the territories waste and claim them for the Spanish crown. In his
Brief Account of the Destruction of the Indies, the Spanish friar and Indian
advocate, Bartolomé de las Casas, wrote of Alvarado’s rampage through
Guatemala that his forces

plundered and ravaged an area of more than a hundred leagues by a hundred
leagues that was among the most fertile and most heavily peopled on earth,
killing all the leaders among the native population and, with all men of
military age dead, reducing the survivors to the Hell of slavery. . . . As this
very butcher himself was quite accurately to record in writing, there were
more people in this region than in the whole of the kingdom of Mexico. Yet,
in this same area, he and his brothers, together with their comrades-in-arms,
were responsible for the deaths of more than four or five million souls over
the fifteen or sixteen years, from 1524 to 1540. Nor is the butchery and
destruction over, for those natives who have survived so far will soon perish
in the same ways as have all the others in the region.?

Mark Levene aptly notes that what these conquistadors “did in mass murder was
quite equal to the accomplishment of Einsatzgruppen [killing] units operating
in the Russian borderlands of 1941-2" (see the discussion of the “Holocaust
by Bullets” on pp. 239-40 and pp. 514-16).> Unlike the Arawaks of Hispaniola
or the Beothuks of Newfoundland,* the Mayans were not hounded to complete
extinction. But along with the other Indians of Mesoamerica, they experienced
the most calamitous demographic collapse in recorded history. Las Casas’s
casualty estimate is far from untenable, given the densely-woven populations
that inhabited much of the isthmus at the time of the conquest. And his
prediction that the “same ways” of extermination and enslavement would be
employed against Mayan populations in the future was prescient.

One important legacy of Spanish colonialism in Mesoamerica was the advent
of a ladino (Hispanic) culture which, since ladino was a cultural rather than racial
identification, gradually eroded and supplanted the native culture. Another
crucial legacy, which afflicts neighboring El Salvador as well, was the glaringly
unequal division of land and wealth resulting from the parceling up of
conquered territories into vast latifundias (plantations), worked by armies of
dragooned Indians. Mayan populations were squeezed to the point of bare
subsistence and beyond, occupying tiny plots in inaccessible areas, so they would
be forced to enter the cash economy in planting and harvest seasons, toiling in
abominable conditions. During the great coffee boom of the nineteenth century,
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highland Indians were both pressed into forced labor and coerced into debt
peonage — with the debts often passed down for generations.’ In the twentieth
century, they were transported in cattle trucks to the lowland fineas (plantations)
that grew crops, especially cotton, for export. It was in such conditions that
the global symbol of the Guatemalan Mayans, Rigoberta Menchd, labored
alongside her family as a child, and lost two of her brothers to the fincas — one
to malnutrition, the other to pesticide poisoning. Menchu would go on to be
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1992, the quincentenary of Columbus’s
invasion of the Americas.

In 1944, Guatemala was ruled by Jorge Ubico, the latest in a long line of
dictators. But an impetus for change was building, inspired both by the
decolonization movements of the era and by US president Franklin Roosevelt’s
proclamation of “Four Freedoms” to guide the postwar era (freedom of speech
and religion; freedom from want and fear). That same year, 1944, the first
democratic wave crested with the deposing of Ubico and the election of a
reformist government under Juan José Arévalo. He was succeeded in 1950 by
an even more energetic reformer, Jacobo Arbenz, who introduced measures
aimed at dissolving Guatemala’s institutions of privilege and inequality, and
sparking a capitalist modernization of the country. Fatefully, among Arbenz’s
decrees was the nationalization of the United Fruit Company — which enjoyed
intimate access to the upper level of the Eisenhower administration in the US.
The company was compensated, but based on the declared tax-value of its

Figure 3A.1  The awarding of the
Nobel Peace Prize in 1992 to Rigoberta
Menchdt, a Quiché Indian from the
highlands of Guatemala, symbolized
the increased recognition of indigenous
people’s experiences worldwide.
Menchd lost several family members to
the state-sponsored genocide that swept
Guatemala in the late 1970s and early
1980s; her autobiography, 7, Rigoberta
Menchii (see Further Study) is a classic
of modern Latin American literature
and indigenous advocacy. Menchd is
shown at a speaking appearance at the
University of Utah, Salt Lake City, in
January 2009.

Source: Edgar Zuniga, Jr./Flickr.
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immense and unproductive holdings. This was of course the lowest possible
amount. Confronted by such a flagrant refusal of a formerly client regime to play
its assigned role in US hemispheric designs, the Eisenhower administration
declared Arbenz a dangerous communist — pointing to the “evidence” of four
communist representatives out of 51 in Congtess, along with a handful of sub-
cabinet appointees.

The years 1944-54 are known as the “Ten Years of Spring” in Guatemala.
They marked the only time in the country’s post-colonial history where genuine
attention was paid to the needs of the vast majority of the population. But they
were about to be foreclosed, and followed by a genocidal winter.

On June 18, 1954, a force scarcely 150 strong — led by Castillo Armas, a
military officer on the CIA payroll — “invaded” Guatemala from Honduras.
There they paused, while the CIA organized a campaign of propaganda aimed
at spreading terror of an impending foreign assault. The plan worked. Arbenz’s
nerve broke, and he was carted off to exile in his underclothes.” Armas and
his military cronies took over and, with extensive US assistance, launched a
counterinsurgency campaign against Arbenz’s supporters and other oppo-
sition. Eventually, young officers rebelled against the dictatorial new order,
forming the nucleus of a guerrilla group that fled the cities for the guerrilla
redoubt of the highlands. The army’s extermination campaign against them,
this time conducted in close coordination with the US military, killed
thousands of mostly Mayan civilians, at the same time as it routed the guerrilla
insurgency.

Yet nothing had changed politically. By the end of the 1970s, populations
were boiling over in Guatemala, as in nearby El Salvador and Nicaragua.® Trade-
union mobilization swept the cities, while in the Mayan sierra, a ladino-led but
mostly Indian force, the Guerrilla Army of the Poor (EGP), launched a fresh
insurrection. The response of the Guatemalan army and security forces between
1978 and 1983 — with critical political, economic, and military support from
the United States and Israel’ — was probably the worst holocaust unleashed
in the Americas in the twentieth century.

“Though their official targets were left-wing guerrillas,” writes Patrick
Brantlinger, “the army and the death squads tortured, raped, and killed indis-
criminately, massacring entire Mayan villages in a patently genocidal campaign
...”1%In just six years, peaking under the regime of General Efrain Rios Montt
in 1982-83, some 440 Indian villages were obliterated. The author, visiting the
ravaged highlands of Quiché province in 1987, found the scorched foundations
of peasant dwellings still scattered across the landscape, and most of the
remaining Mayan population locked up in “settlements” that seemed little more
than concentration camps. Russell Schimmer’s research for Yale University’s
Genocide Studies Program, which uses remote sensing technologies to detect
changes to vegetation and land use caused by genocidal outbreaks, found signs
of extensive destruction and despoliation in Quiché’s “Ixil Triangle,” where the
most merciless scorched-earth measures were imposed. (“We have no scorched-
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earth policy,” Rios Montt notoriously declared after a meeting with President
Reagan in Honduras. “We have a policy of scorched communists.”)!!

At least 200,000 and as many as 250,000 people, mostly Mayan, were
massacred, often after torture. The barbarism was fully comparable to the early
phase of Spanish colonization under Pedro de Alvarado half a millennium
earlier. It involved acts of “extreme cruelty . . . such as the killing of defenseless
children, often by beating them against walls or throwing them alive into pits
where the corpses of adults were later thrown; the amputation of limbs; the
impaling of victims; the killings of persons by covering them in petrol and
burning them alive,” all part of “military operations directed towards the
physical annihilation” of opposition forces.

Such was the verdict of the Historical Clarification Commission (CEH),
established after the United Nations brokered a peace agreement between the
Guatemalan government and guerrilla forces in 1996.'2 The Commission’s final
report on the atrocities of the 1970s and ’80s, released in February 1999,
ascribed responsibility for fully 93 percent of them to the government and its
paramilitary allies. Most of the atrocities, it found, “occurred with the
knowledge or by the order of the highest authorities of the State.” Finally, and
crucially, the Commission declared, on the basis of its survey of four regions of
the Mayan zone, that

the acts committed with the intent to destroy, in whole or in part, numerous
groups of Mayans were not isolated acts or excesses committed by soldiers
who were out of control, nor were they the result of possible improvisation
by mid-level Army command. With great consternation, the CEH concludes
that many massacres and other human rights violations committed against
these groups obeyed a higher, strategically planned policy, manifested in
actions which had a logical and coherent sequence. . . . In consequence, the
CEH concludes that agents of the State of Guatemala, within the framework
of counterinsurgency operations carried out between 1981 and 1983,
committed acts of genocide against groups of Mayan people which lived in
the four regions analysed. This conclusion is based on the evidence that, in
light of Article II of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of
the Crime of Genocide, the killing of members of Mayan groups occurred
(Article I1.a), serious bodily or mental harm was inflicted (Article II.b) and
the group was deliberately subjected to living conditions calculated to bring
about its physical destruction in whole or in part (Article II.c). The con-
clusion is also based on the evidence that all these acts were committed “with
intent to destroy, in whole or in part,” groups identified by their common
ethnicity, by reason thereof, whatever the cause, motive or final objective of
these acts may have been (Article I1, first paragraph).'?

Since the ceasefire, the return of the tens of thousands of refugees who had fled
to southern Mexico and elsewhere,'® and the release of the Clarification
Commission’s report, measures have been instituted to bolster Mayan rights."
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In 1996, for example, 21 Mayan tongues were formally recognized by the state
as official languages. Education in these languages is more widely available than
previously. Exhumations and reburials, of the kind depicted in Victoria Sanford’s
book Buried Secrets,'® have brought a measure of closure to thousands of indige-
nous families. And in December 2009, Col. Marco Antonio Sanchez was found
guilty of the forcible disappearance of eight people during the war and genocide,
and sentenced to 53 years in prison. It was the first such conviction ever rendered
by a Guatemalan court, and human rights organizers expressed their hope that
the trial would serve as a “test case” for future prosecutions.'”

As for the profound disparities of wealth and land ownership that spawned
rebellion in the first place, they seem only to have deepened, and are now
some of the worst in the world."® According to Inter-American Development
Bank statistics, cited by NotiCen Report in 2007, “Guatemala has surpassed
Brazil as the most unequal country in Latin America. . . . Most of these impov-
erished people are indigenous and campesinos [peasants]. . . . Two-thirds of
Guatemala’s children, 2,700,000 of them, live in poverty, a poverty that will
follow them all their lives in the form of decreased life expectancy and health
outlook.”

Also generating deep concern is the skyrocketing male violence — principally
against other males, but increasingly against women?® — that prevails in “post-
war” Guatemala. In this respect, the traumatized land stands as emblematic of
many post-genocide societies?! — awash with arms, drugs, and gangs; with
military and security forces still rampaging as off-duty death squads, though
now against “socially deviant” elements (street children, drug dealers and gang
members, homosexuals and transvestites); pervaded by extreme machismo that
fuels an epidemic of rape-murders of young women. And in Guatemala’s
Congress, reelected in September 2007, sits Efrain Rios Montt — the former
genocidal general and putative president of Guatemala during the worst of the
genocide, taking full advantage of his congressional immunity. His hardline
Guatemalan Republican Front (FRG) has been a prominent player in post-
genocide politics. This, too, is not untypical of highly traumatized societies. One
of their regular aspects, reflecting often spiralling levels of crime and social
violence, is the appeal of “law and order” candidates. Frequently, like Rios Montt
and his ilk, they were once representatives of organs and institutions that
pursued genocidal policies against political dissenters and indigenous
populations.
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