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The Dark Side of Democracy

This book presents a new theory of ethnic cleansing based on the most ter-
rible cases — colonial genocides, Armenia, the Nazi Holocaust, Cambodia,
Yugoslavia, and Rwanda — and cases of lesser violence — early modern Europe,
contemporary India, and Indonesia. Murderous cleansing is modern — it is “the
dark side of democracy.” It results where the demos (democracy) is confused
with the ethnos (the ethnic group). Danger arises where two rival ethnonational
movements each claims “its own” state over the same territory. Conflict esca-
lates where either the weaker side fights rather than submit because of aid from
outside or the stronger side believes it can deploy sudden, overwhelming force.
But the state must also be factionalized and radicalized by external pressures
like wars. Premeditation is rare, since perpetrators feel “forced” into escalation
when their milder plans are frustrated. Escalation is not simply the work of
“evil elites” or “primitive peoples.” It results from complex interactions among
leaders, militants, and “core constituencies” of ethnonationalism. Understand-
ing this complex process helps us devise policies to avoid ethnic cleansing in the
future.

Michael Mann is a professor of sociology at the University of California, Los
Angeles. He is author of The Sources of Social Power (Cambridge, 1986, 1993)
and Fascists (Cambridge, 2004).
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Preface

Since my previous work had neglected the extremes of human behavior,
I had not thought much about good and evil. Like most people, I had tended
to keep them in entirely separate categories from each other as well as from
ordinary life. Having studied ethnic cleansing, I am now not so sure. Though
I am not attempting here to morally blur good and evil, in the real world
they are connected. Evil does not arrive from outside of our civilization,
from a separate realm we are tempted to call “primitive.” Evil is generated
by civilization itself.

Consider the words of three prominent historical figures. We tend to think
of President Thomas Jefferson as embodying Enlightened reason. Indeed, it
was in the name of the advance of civilization that he declared that the
“barbarities” of the native American Indians “justified extermination.” A
century later, President Theodore Roosevelt, a decent modern man, agreed,
saying of the Indians, “extermination was as ultimately beneficial as it was in-
evitable.” Forty years on, a third leader said, “It is the curse of greatness that
it must step over dead bodies to create new life.” This was SS Chief Heinrich
Himmler, who is rightly considered as the personification of evil. Yet he and
his colleague Adolf Hitler said they were only following in the Americans’
footsteps. As I will argue here, murderous ethnic cleansing has been a central
problem of our civilization, our modernity, our conceptions of progress, and
our attempts to introduce democracy. It is our dark side. As we will see, per-
petrators of ethnic cleansing do not descend among us as a separate species
of evildoers. They are created by conflicts central to modernity that involve
unexpected escalations and frustrations during which individuals are forced
into a series of more particular moral choices. Some eventually choose paths
that they know will produce terrible results. We can denounce them, but
it is just as important to understand why they did it. And the rest of us (in-
cluding myself) can breathe a sigh of relief that we ourselves have not been
forced into such choices, for many of us would also fail them. The proposi-
tion underlying this book is that murderous ethnic cleansing comes from our
civilization and from people, most of whom have been not unlike ourselves.

In trying to understand them, I owe debts to many. This is mainly a work of
secondary analysis, depending on the primary work of others. My research
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viii Preface

is at the dismal end of a terrible subject matter, focusing on perpetrators,
not on heroic resisters or even dignified victims. I can only admire many
of my sources — the fortitude of survivors who bore witness to the horrors
they experienced, the bystanders who carefully described what they saw,
those who contributed to independent reports and judicial courts of inquiry,
and those scholars who have dedicated their careers to comprehending what
happened.

I have received much stimulation over the last few years from the Sawyer
Seminars on Mass Violence held at the Center for Advanced Study in the
Behavioral Sciences in Palo Alto, California. My thanks go to Norman
Naimark, Ron Suny, Stephen Steadman, and Bob Zajonc, my co-organizers,
to Doug McAdam, the director of the Center, and to all the Seminar’s stu-
dents and visiting speakers. They have all contributed intellectually to this
book.

I owe a more particular debt to Hilmar Kaiser for inspiring me with his
brilliant yet passionate scholarship on the Armenian genocide. I also thank
Raymond Kévorkian for his kindness in giving me his major unpublished
manuscript and Odul Bozkurt for her translations from the Turkish. For
help on the Nazi genocides I thank Ian Kershaw and Michael Burleigh for
authoritative research guidance, Christopher Browning and George Browder
for criticisms of an earlier manuscript, and Martin Tahany for German trans-
lations and Peter Stamatov for Magyar translations. Mark Lupher provided
helpful criticisms of an earlier draft on Communist cleansings. Aleksandra
Milicevic often corrected my outsider’s ignorance of the Balkans, and I was
privileged to discuss with Scott Straus his remarkable research in Rwanda.
Patricia Ahmed helped me collect materials on India and Indonesia. I also
thank David Laitin for his vigorous and helpful criticisms of my central ar-
guments, though I fear my amendments will still not have satisfied him.
UCLA provided me with generous research funds and talented students
(I have named four of them here). As always, John Hall has given general
intellectual encouragement, while Nicky and Louise Hart and Gareth and
Laura Mann kept me sane amid such a disturbing research project.

Los Angeles, December 2003
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The Argument

74-year-old Batisha Hoxha was sitting in her kitchen with her 77-year-old
husband, Izet, staying warm by the stove. They had heard explosions but did
not realize that Serbian troops had already entered the town. The next thing she
knew, five or six soldiers had burst through the front door and were demanding
“Where are your children?”

The soldiers began beating Izet, “so hard that he fell to the floor,” she said.
While they were kicking him, the soldiers demanded money and information
on the whereabouts of the couple’s sons. Then, while Izet was still on the floor
looking up at them, they killed him. “They shot him three times in the chest,”
recalled Batisha. With her husband dying before her, the soldiers pulled the
wedding ring off her finger.

“I can still feel the pain,” she said. They fired shots. . . and finally they kicked
Batisha and a 1o-year-old boy who was staying with them and told them to
get out.

“I was not even outside the gate when they burned it.” ... Her husband’s
body was in the flames. In that moment she was paralyzed. She was standing
on the street in the rain with no house, no husband, no possessions but the
clothes she was wearing. Finally, strangers passed in a tractor and bundled
her into their wagon. Batisha’s daughter later found her in a refugee camp in
northern Albania.

Looking tenderly at her one photograph of herself and Izet, Batisha
murmurs: “Nobody understands what we have seen and what we have suf-
fered. Only God knows.”*

This is how murderous ethnic cleansing was wreaked on one household in
the village of Belanica in Kosovo in the very last year of the 20th century.
The perpetrators were Serbs, using murder and mayhem to terrify the local
Albanians into flight. Then the land could be occupied by Serbs, as was “our
historic right,” they said. Now the Kosovo boot is on the other foot. Since
1999 Albanians have been kicking out Serbs. Kosovo is now cleansed, not

of Albanians but of almost all its Serbs.

Change the names of the people and places and the incident could have
occurred almost anywhere in the world over the past few centuries — in

I We know too — thanks to Los Angeles Times reporter John Daniszewski, whose graphic report

on Belanica appeared on April 25, 1999.
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Australia, Indonesia, India, Russia, Germany, Ireland, the United States,
Brazil. Ethnic cleansing is one of the main evils of modern times. We now
know that the Holocaust of the Jews — though unique in important ways —
is not unique as a case of genocide. The world’s genocides remain thank-
fully few, but they are flanked by more numerous cases of less severe but
nonetheless murderous cleansing.

This book offers an explanation of such terrible atrocities. For the sake
of clarity, I lay it out up front now, in the form of eight general theses.
These proceed from the very general to the particular, from the macro to the
micro, successively adding parts of an overall explanation. I hope to prove
these in the course of the book by examining in detail the very worst cases
of cleansing, those that have involved mass murder.

1. My first thesis concerns the broad historical era in which murderous
cleansing became common. Murderous cleansing is modern, because it is the
dark side of democracy. Let me make clear at the outset that I do not claim
that democracies routinely commit murderous cleansing. Very few have done
so. Nor do I reject democracy as an ideal —I endorse that ideal. Yet democracy
has always carried with it the possibility that the majority might tyrannize
minorities, and this possibility carries more ominous consequences in certain
types of multiethnic environments.

This thesis has two parts, concerning modernity and democracy. Ethnic
cleansing is essentially modern. Though not unknown in previous history
(and probably common among the very small groups who dominated prehis-
tory), it became more frequent and deadly in modern times. The 2oth-century
death toll through ethnic conflict amounted to somewhere over 70 million,
dwarfing that of previous centuries. Additionally, conventional warfare in-
creasingly targeted entire peoples as the enemy. Whereas civilians accounted
for less than 10 percent of deaths in World War I, they rocketed to over half
in World War II and to somewhat above 8o percent in wars fought in the
1990s. Civil wars, mostly ethnic in nature, were now taking over from in-
terstate wars as the main killers. Perhaps 20 million have died in them, though
it is impossible to be precise (figures have been hazarded by Chesterman,
2001: 2; Fearon & Laitin, 2003; Gurr, 1993, 2000; Harff, 2003; Markusen
& Kopf, 1995: 27-34).

Ethnic and religious conflicts continue to simmer as I write in 2003 — in
Northern Ireland, the Basque Country, Cyprus, Bosnia, Kosovo, Macedonia,
Algeria, Turkey, Israel, Iraq, Chechnya, Azerbaijan, Afghanistan, Pakistan,
India, Sri Lanka, Kashmir, Burma, Tibet, Chinese Xinjiang, Fiji, the southern
Philippines, various islands of Indonesia, Bolivia, Peru, Mexico, the Sudan,
Somalia, Senegal, Uganda, Sierra Leone, Liberia, Nigeria, Congo, Rwanda,
and Burundi. Over half of these cases involve substantial killing. As you read
these words, one ethnic crisis probably will be exploding into violence on
your television screen or newspaper, while several other explosions will not
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be deemed newsworthy. The 20th century was bad enough. Perhaps the 21st
will be even worse.

The mayhem committed on September 11, 2001, and the “war against
terrorism” that it triggered, have imprinted the horror of murderous ethnic
and religious strife on the consciousness of the entire world. It has especially
struck home in the prosperous countries of the North, shielded from such
things over the past half-century. Neither the attack of September 11 nor
the retaliatory attacks on Afghanistan and Iraq had as their intent ethnic
cleansing, but they promptly became entwined with ethnic-religious con-
flicts involving cleansing between Israelis and Palestinians, Sunni and Shi’ite
Muslims, Iraqis and Kurds, Russians and Chechens, Kashmiri Muslims and
Hindus, and various Afghan tribes. In fact, some seem to be leading by the
nose the foreign policies of the Great Powers.

Thus, unfortunately for us, murderous ethnic cleansing is not primitive
or alien. It belongs to our own civilization and to us. Most say this is due
to the rise of nationalism in the world, and this is true. But nationalism
becomes very dangerous only when it is politicized, when it represents the
perversion of modern aspirations to democracy in the nation-state. Democ-
racy means rule by the people. But in modern times the people has come to
mean two things. The first is what the Greeks meant by their word demos.
This means the ordinary people, the mass of the population. So democracy
is rule by the ordinary people, the masses. But in our civilization the people
also means “nation” or another Greek term, ethnos, an ethnic group — a
people that shares a common culture and sense of heritage, distinct from
other peoples. But if the people is to rule in its own nation-state, and if the
people is defined in ethnic terms, then its ethnic unity may outweigh the
kind of citizen diversity that is central to democracy. If such a people is to
rule, what is to happen to those of different ethnicity? Answers have often
been unpleasant — especially when one ethnic group forms a majority, for
then it can rule “democratically” but also tyrannically. As Wimmer (2002)
argues, modernity is structured by ethnic and nationalist principles because
the institutions of citizenship, democracy, and welfare are tied to ethnic and
national forms of exclusion. I concede that some other features of modernity
play more subsidiary roles in the upsurge of cleansing. We will see that some
modern professional militaries have been tempted toward wars of annihi-
lation of the enemy, while modern ideologies like fascism and communism
have been similarly ruthless. But underlying all this is the notion that the
enemy to be annihilated is a whole people.

I clarify this first thesis with some subtheses.

1a. Murderous ethnic cleansing is a hazard of the age of democracy since
amid multiethnicity the ideal of rule by the people began to entwine the
demos with the dominant ethnos, generating organic conceptions of the na-
tion and the state that encouraged the cleansing of minorities. Later, socialist
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ideals of democracy also became perverted as the demos became entwined
with the term proletariat, the working class, creating pressures to cleanse
other classes. These have been the most general ways in which democratic
ideals were transmuted into murderous cleansing.

1b. In modern colonies, settler democracies in certain contexts have been
truly murderous, more so than more authoritarian colonial governments.
The more settlers controlled colonial institutions, the more murderous the
cleansing. This will be demonstrated in Chapter 4. It is the most direct rela-
tionship I have found between democratic regimes and mass murder.

1c. Regimes newly embarked upon democratization are more likely to
commit murderous ethnic cleansing than are stable authoritarian regimes
(Chua, 2004, also makes this argument). When authoritarian regimes
weaken in multiethnic environments, demos and ethnos are most likely to
become entwined. In contrast, stable authoritarian regimes in such contexts
tend to govern by divide-and-rule. This leads them to seek to balance the de-
mands of powerful groups, including ethnic ones. However, a few highly
authoritarian regimes deviate. They mobilize majoritarian groups into a
mass party-state mobilizing the people against “enemy” minorities. The Nazi
and Communist regimes discussed in Chapters 7—11 were dictatorships, not
democracies, though they did emerge out of would-be democratizing con-
texts, which they then exploited. They mobilized the people as ethnos or
proletariat. They are partial exceptions to this subthesis.

1d. Stably institutionalized democracies are less likely than either democ-
ratizing or authoritarian regimes to commit murderous cleansing. They have
entrenched not only elections and rule by the majority, but also constitutional
guarantees for minorities. But their past was not so virtuous. Most of them
committed sufficient ethnic cleansing to produce an essentially mono-ethnic
citizen body in the present. In their past, cleansing and democratization pro-
ceeded hand in hand. Liberal democracies were built on top of ethnic cleans-
ing, though outside of the colonies this took the form of institutionalized
coercion, not mass murder.

1e. Regimes that are actually perpetrating murderous cleansing are never
democratic, since that would be a contradiction in terms. These subtheses
therefore apply beforehand, to the earlier phases of escalation of ethnic con-
flict. Indeed, as escalation proceeds, all perpetrating regimes become less and
less democratic. The dark side of democracy is the perversion through time
of either liberal or socialist ideals of democracy.

In view of these complex relations, we will not find any simple overall
relationship in the world today between democracy and ethnic cleansing —
as Fearon and Laitin (2003) confirm in their quantitative study of recent
civil (mostly ethnic) wars. But mine is not a static comparative analy-
sis. It is historical and dynamic: murderous cleansing has been moving
across the world as it has modernized and democratized. Its past lay mainly
among Europeans, who invented the democratic nation-state. The countries
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inhabited by Europeans are now safely democratic, but most have also been
ethnically cleansed (as in thesis 1d). Now the epicenter of cleansing has
moved into the South of the world. Unless humanity takes evasive action, it
will continue to spread until democracies — hopefully, not ethnically cleansed
ones — rule the world. Then it will ease. But if we wish to ease it more
quickly from the world, we now have to face squarely up to the dark side of
democracy.

2. Ethnic hostility rises where ethnicity trumps class as the main form of
social stratification, in the process capturing and channeling classlike sen-
timents toward ethnonationalism. Cleansing was rare in the past because
most big historic societies were class-divided. Aristocracies or other small
oligarchies dominated them, and they rarely shared a common culture or
ethnic identity with the common people. In fact they despised the people,
often considering them barely human. The people did not exist across class
lines — class trumped ethnicity.

Even the first modern societies were dominated by the politics of class.
Liberal representative states first emerged as a way of compromising class
conflict, giving them a plural sense of people and nation. They tolerated some
ethnic diversity. But where the modern struggle for democracy involved a
whole people struggling against rulers defined as foreign, an ethnic sense of
the people arose, often capturing class resentments. The people was seen as
a proletarian nation asserting fundamental democratic rights against upper-
class imperial nations, which retorted that they were bringing civilization to
their backward peoples. Today the Palestinian cause is decidedly proletarian
in its tone, seeing its oppressor as an exploiting and colonial Israel — backed
up by American imperialism — while Israelis and Americans claim they are
defending civilization against primitive terrorists. The arguments are similar
to those of class enemies of former times.

Ethnic differences entwine with other social differences — especially of
class, region, and gender. Ethnonationalism is strongest where it can capture
other senses of exploitation. The most serious defect of recent writing on eth-
nonationalism has been its almost complete neglect of class relations (as in
Brubaker, 1996; Hutchinson, 1994; Smith, 2001). Others wrongly see class
as materialistic, ethnicity as emotional (Connor, 1994: 144—64; Horowitz,
1985: 105—35). This simply inverts the defect of previous generations of writ-
ers who believed that class conflict dominated while ignoring ethnicity. Now
the reverse is true, and not only among scholars. Our media are dominated
by ethnic strife while largely ignoring class struggles. Yet in actuality these
two types of conflict infuse each other. Palestinians, Dayaks, Hutus, and so
on believe they are being materially exploited. Bolsheviks and Maoists be-
lieved that landlord and Kulak classes were exploiting the nation. To neglect
either ethnicity or class is mistaken. Sometimes one or the other may come
to dominate, but this will involve the capturing and channeling of the other.
The same can be said of gender and regional sentiments.
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Indeed, murderous cleansing does not occur among rival ethnic groups
who are separate but equal. Mere difference is not enough to generate much
conflict. It is not Christians against Muslims that causes problems, but con-
texts in which Muslims feel oppressed by Christians (or vice versa). If South
Africa had actually lived up to its own apartheid claim to produce sepa-
rate but equal development of the races, Africans would not have revolted.
They revolted because apartheid was a sham, involving racial exploitation of
Africans by whites. For serious ethnic conflict to develop, one ethnic group
must be seen as exploiting the other. And in turn, the imperial oppressor
will react in righteous outrage against the threat of having its “civilization”
overwhelmed by “primitivism” — just as upper classes do when threatened
with revolution.

3. The danger zone of murderous cleansing is reached when (a) movements
claiming to represent two fairly old ethnic groups both lay claim to their
own state over all or part of the same territory and (b) this claim seems
to them to have substantial legitimacy and some plausible chance of being
implemented. Almost all dangerous cases are bi-ethnic ones, where both
groups are quite powerful and where rival claims to political sovereignty are
laid on top of quite old senses of ethnic difference — though not on what are
generally called ancient hatreds. Ethnic differences are worsened to serious
hatreds, and to dangerous levels of cleansing, by persistent rival claims to
political sovereignty. I characteristically identify four major sources of power
in societies: ideological, economic, military, and political. Murderous ethnic
conflict concerns primarily political power relations, though as it develops
it also involves ideological, economic, and finally military power relations
too. Mine is essentially a political explanation of ethnic cleansing.

4. The brink of murderous cleansing is reached when one of two alter-
native scenarios plays out. (4a). The less powerful side is bolstered to fight
rather than to submit (for submission reduces the deadliness of the conflict)
by believing that aid will be forthcoming from outside — usually from a
neighboring state, perhaps its ethnic homeland state (as in Brubaker’s, 1996,
model). In this scenario both sides are laying political claim to the same
territory, and both believe they have the resources to achieve it. This was
so in the Yugoslav, Rwandan, Kashmiri, and Chechen cases, for example.
The current U.S. war against terrorism aims at eliminating such outside sup-
port, labeling it terrorism (see Chapter 17). (4b) The stronger side believes it
has such overwhelming military power and ideological legitimacy that it can
force through its own cleansed state at little physical or moral risk to itself.
This is so in colonial settler cases, as in the North American, Australian,
and Circassian cases considered later. The Armenian and Jewish cases mixed
these two scenarios together, since the dominant Turkish and German sides
believed they had to strike first in order to prevent the weaker Armenian and
Jewish sides from allying with far more threatening outsiders. All these ter-
rible eventualities were produced by interaction between the two sides. We
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cannot explain such escalation merely in terms of the actions or beliefs of the
perpetrators. We need to examine the interactions between the perpetrator
and victim groups — and usually with other groups as well. For few even
bi-ethnic situations lead to murderous cleansing. One or both sides must
first decide to fight rather than conciliate or manipulate, and that choice is
unusual.

5. Going over the brink into the perpetration of murderous cleansing oc-
curs where the state exercising sovereignty over the contested territory has
been factionalized and radicalized amid an unstable geopolitical environment
that usually leads to war. Out of such political and geopolitical crises radi-
cals emerge calling for tougher treatment of perceived ethnic enemies. In fact,
where ethnic conflict between rival groups is quite old, it is usually somewhat
ritualized, cyclical, and manageable. Truly murderous cleansing, in contrast,
is unexpected, originally unintended, emerging out of unrelated crises like
war. Conversely, in cases where states and geopolitics remain stable, even
severe ethnic tensions and violence tend to be cyclical and manageable at
lesser levels of violence — as we see in Chapter 16 in present-day India. But
where political institutions are unstable and affected by war, violence may
lead to mass murder — as Harff’s (2003) study of political cleansings across
the world confirms.

There are different forms of political instability. Some states were frag-
menting and factionalizing (like the Hutu state of Rwanda); others had been
seized and were being newly consolidated, determinedly repressing dissidents
and factionalism (like the Nazi state). In some brand-new states, consolida-
tion was very uneven (as in the new Bosnian and Croatian states). But these
were not stable and cohesive states, whether democratic or authoritarian.
Nor were they often the failed states that political science researchers have
shown are most likely to generate civil wars (the Congo at the beginning of
the 21st century is an exception). Ethnic cleansings are in their most murder-
ous phases usually directed by states, and this requires some state coherence
and capacity.

6. Murderous cleansing is rarely the initial intent of perpetrators. It is rare
to find evil geniuses plotting mass murder from the very beginning. Not even
Hitler did so. Murderous cleansing typically emerges as a kind of Plan C,
developed only after the first two responses to a perceived ethnic threat
fail. Plan A typically envisages a carefully planned solution in terms of either
compromise or straightforward repression. Plan B is a more radically repres-
sive adaptation to the failure of Plan A, more hastily conceived amid rising
violence and some political destabilization. When these both fail, some of
the planners radicalize further. To understand the outcome, we must analyze
the unintended consequences of a series of interactions yielding escalation.
These successive Plans may contain both logical and more contingent escala-
tions. The perpetrators may be ideologically determined from quite early on
to rid themselves of the ethnic out-group, and when milder methods fail, they
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almost logically seem to escalate with resolute determination to overcome
all obstacles by more and more radical means. This was true of Hitler and
his myrmidons: the Final Solution of the Jewish question seems much less of
an accident than the logical escalation of an ideology ruthlessly overcoming
all obstacles in its path. For the Young Turks, however, the final solution to
the Armenian problem seems much more contingent, flowing out of what
they saw as their suddenly desperate situation in 1915.

To downplay intentionality like this is morally uncomfortable, often in-
volving me in arguing against those who speak in the name of the victims.
Genocide of the Jews, the Armenians, the Tutsis, of some colonized native
peoples, and of others was deliberately accomplished. The evidence is over-
whelming. But surviving victims like to emphasize premeditation by their
oppressors. This probably derives mostly from their need to find meaning
in their sufferings. What could be worse than to regard such extreme suffer-
ing as accidental? In King Lear, Edgar says of his sufferings: “Like flies to
wanton boys are we to the gods.” I find that a tempting theory of human
society, but I doubt many victims do. I am not actually arguing that murder-
ous cleansing is accidental, only that it is far more complex and contingent
than blame-centered theories allow. It is eventually perpetrated deliberately,
but the route to deliberation is usually a circuitous one.

7. There are three main levels of perpetrator: (a) radical elites run-
ning party-states; (b) bands of militants forming violent paramilitaries; and
(c) core constituencies providing mass though not majority popular support.
Elites, militants, and core constituencies are all normally necessary for mur-
derous cleansing to ensue. We cannot simply blame malevolent leaders or
ethnic groups en masse. That would be to credit leaders with truly magi-
cal powers of manipulation or whole peoples with truly remarkable single-
mindedness. Both assumptions are at odds with everything sociologists know
about the nature of human societies. In all my cases particular elites, mil-
itants, and core constituencies are linked together in quite complex ways,
forming social movements that (like other social movements) embody mun-
dane power relations. Power is exercised in three distinct ways: top-down by
elites, bottom-up by popular pressures, and coercively sideways by paramili-
taries. These pressures interact and so generate mundane relations like those
found in all social movements — especially of hierarchy, comradeship, and
career. This has a big impact on perpetrators’ motives, as we will see in a
moment.

The notion of core constituencies reveals that murderous cleansing res-
onates more in environments favoring combinations of nationalism, statism,
and violence. The main core constituencies are ethnic refugees and people
from threatened border districts; those more dependent on the state for their
subsistence and values; those living and working outside of the main sectors
of the economy that generate class conflict (who are more likely to favor
class over ethnonationalist models of conflict); those socialized into accep-
tance of physical violence as a way of solving social problems or achieving
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personal advancement - like soldiers, policemen, criminals, hooligans, and
athletes; and those attracted to machismo ideology — young males striv-
ing to assert themselves in the world, often led by older males who were
socialized as youths in an earlier phase of violence. So the main axes of
stratification involved in cleansing movements are region, economic sector,
gender, and age. Radical ethnonationalist movements tend to contain a nor-
mal class structure: leaders come from the upper and middle classes, the
rank-and-file from lower down — with the real dirty work often performed
by the working class. I explore all these groups’ motivations, careers, and
interactions.

8. Finally, ordinary people are brought by normal social structures into
committing murderous ethnic cleansing, and their motives are much more
mundane. To understand ethnic cleansing, we need a sociology of power
more than a special psychology of perpetrators as disturbed or psychotic
people — though some may be. As the psychologist Charny (1986: 144) ob-
serves, “the mass killers of humankind are largely everyday human beings —
what we have called normal people according to currently accepted defini-
tions by the mental health profession.”

Placed in comparable situations and similar social constituencies, you or
I might also commit murderous ethnic cleansing. No ethnic group or na-
tion is invulnerable. Many Americans and Australians committed murderous
cleansing in the past; some Jews and Armenians — the most victimized peoples
of the 2oth century — have perpetrated recent atrocities against Palestinians
and Azeris (and, in turn, some of these victim groups are also perpetrators).
There are no virtuous peoples. Religions tend to stress the presence in all
humans of original sin, the human capacity for evil. Indeed, placed in the
right circumstances and core constituencies, we are almost all capable of
such evil — perhaps even of enjoying it. But original sin would be an insuffi-
cient explanation for this, since our capacity for evil becomes realized only
in the circumstances explored in this book. In the case of cleansing, these
circumstances are less primitive or ancient than modern. There is something
in modernity releasing this particular evil on a mass scale.

Given the messiness and uniqueness of societies, my theses cannot be sci-
entific laws. They do not even fit perfectly all my case studies. For example,
Nazi genocide does not fit neatly into thesis 3, since Jews were not claim-
ing sovereignty over any part of Germany. In Chapter 7 I offer a modified,
indirect version of thesis 3 in which Jews seemed to German ethnonation-
alists to be implicated as conspirators in other groups’ claims to political
sovereignty (especially as so-called Judeo-Bolsheviks). In each case I investi-
gate the extent to which my theses apply, pointing out necessary differences
and modifications. Chapters 2 and 3 present a brief history of cleansing from
ancient to modern times, showing how ethnic cleansing was originally quite
rare but then became endemic in the world of the Europeans, at first in rather
mild ways that remained subordinate to class conflict. Mass murder has been
ubiquitous if uncommon throughout most of human history. But murder in
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order to remove (“cleanse”) a people was rare in earlier centuries. Things
became more dangerous with the rise of salvation religions and then with the
rise of rule by the people. The empirical core of the book then consists of a
series of studies of the worst outbursts of modern murderous cleansing. In all
of them I go from the most general causes of danger zones to the events that
precipitated going over the brink to the actual processes and perpetrators of
murderous cleansing.

My analysis must also confront two difficulties of method. Murderous
cleansing is fortunately rare. How can we generalize about such few cases?
Might not the causes be unique to each case? To some extent this is true.
Nazis and their hatred for Jews were unique. So is the situation of Tutsis and
Hutus in Rwanda, living among each other across the country, unable to
withdraw to their own core territories. All my cases have peculiarities that
I must respect. Second, to consider only these cases would be to cover only
cases that do escalate to mass murder, ignoring the more numerous cases
where ethnic tensions get defused. This would be what social scientists call
sampling on the dependent variable. So Chapter 16 examines contemporary
India and Indonesia to see why diverse ethnic rivalries lead to varying degrees
of violence. Finally, Chapter 17 reviews my theses and surveys trends in the
world today.

DEFINING TERMS: ETHNICITY, NATION, ETHNIC CLEANSING

Ethnicity is not objective. Ethnic groups are normally defined as groups shar-
ing a common culture and common descent. Yet culture is vague and descent
usually fictitious. A common culture may refer to a relatively precise charac-
teristic, like a shared religion or language. But it may merely refer to a claim
to share a way of life — which cannot be precisely defined. Common descent
is mythical for any group larger than a clan or a lineage (what I shall call a
micro-ethnicity). The future use of DNA analysis will probably reveal that
relatively immobile populations share substantial common heredity, but this
will not be so for most large groups claiming ethnic commonality. People
who define themselves as Serbs or Germans or Scots actually descend from
many smaller descent groups who have moved around and intermarried with
their neighbors. Claims to commonality among large groups actually aggre-
gate together numerous descent groups. This book discusses these macro-
ethnicities formed by social relations other than biology or kinship. None
of the ethnic conflicts considered here are natural or primordial. They and
their conflicts are socially created.

They are created in diverse ways. A common language is important in
uniting Germans but not Serbs (their language is shared with Croats and
Bosniaks). Religion is important for Serbs (their orthodox Christianity dis-
tinguishes them from Croats, Bosniaks, and Albanians) but not Germans
(divided into Catholics and Protestants). Theories of civilization and race
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helped give Europeans a common sense of being civilized and then white, in
contrast to their colonial subjects. Economic dominance or subordination
can form identities, and so can military power. Imperial conquerors often
create macro-ethnicities by allocating particular roles to groups they define
as belonging to a single people or tribe. Finally, a shared political history
as an independent state or province is of ubiquitous importance — as it is
for Scots, not distinct in language or religion from the English but with a
distinct political history. Given this diversity, it is safer to define ethnicities
subjectively, in terms they themselves and/or their neighbors use.

An ethnicity is a group that defines itself or is defined by others as sharing
common descent and culture. So ethnic cleansing is the removal by members
of one such group of another such group from a locality they define as their
own. A nation is such a group that also has political consciousness, claiming
collective political rights in a given territory. A nation-state results where such
a group has its own sovereign state. Not all self-conscious nations possess or
desire nation-states. Some claim only local autonomy or entrenched rights
within a broader multiethnic state.

Ethnic groups treat each other in many ways, most of which do not involve
murder. Since the advent of global news media, the few cases involving mass
murder have been imprinted upon our consciousness. But thankfully, they
are rare. The continent of Africa figures mostly in the Western media only
for really bad news. But there are only a few African cases of murderous
ethnic cleansing — in a continent in which all states are multiethnic. Fearon
and Laitin (1996) estimate all the cases of serious ethnic violence as less than
1 percent of all the multiethnic environments found in Africa. Table 1.1
identifies degrees of both violence and cleansing in ethnic relations. This
enables us to distinguish murderous ethnic cleansing from nonmurderous
cleansing, as well as from outbreaks of mass violence and killing whose
purpose is not to ethnically cleanse. It concerns only the violent cleansing of
civilians, excluding mass killings that are commonly legitimated by the rules
of war.

Table 1.1 contains two dimensions: the extent to which a group is elimi-
nated (cleansed) from a community and the extent to which violence is used
to achieve it. Remember that since ethnic groups are culturally defined, they
can be eliminated if their culture disappears, even if there is no physical
removal of persons. People can change their cultural identity. But I shall
not fly in the face of normal understandings of the term ethnic cleansing to
include within it mere cultural elimination, except by placing inverted com-
mas around the word cleansing in such cases — as I do in this table. But it
is important to distinguish the various forms that cleansing and “cleansing”
might take.

The terms found in Table 1.1 will be used through out this book. The
first row of the table begins with policies that contain no significant vio-
lence. Row 1, column 1 contains the ideal way to handle ethnic differences,
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through equal treatment and respect for all ethnic groups — multiculturalism.
Some multicultural states simply ignore ethnicity, treating all persons as equal
regardless of their ethnicity. Their constitutions do not mention the rights
of ethnic groups, while political parties and social movements (apart from
cultural ones) do not organize around ethnicities. This is a common ideal in
countries of ethnically plural immigration, like the United States or Australia.
Since such immigrant groups cannot plausibly claim their own state, they
present no threat to the existing state, and the constitution can safely ignore
their ethnicity. Thus many people in the United States and Australia aspire
to a culture that is multicultural but to a polity that is ethnically blind.
Their politics would then concern class, region, gender, and so on more than
ethnicity.

Things differ in the more potentially dangerous situation in which ethnic
groups dominate distinct territories or can otherwise aspire to create their
own states or regional autonomies. Multicultural ideals here have difficulty
remaining ethnically blind in the political arena. They do not ignore ethnic-
ity but explicitly build it into constitutions through collective guarantees for
different ethnicities. This might be through confederal methods (ethnicities
have a degree of regional control, as in contemporary Nigeria) or conso-
ciational methods (they are guaranteed power sharing at the center, as in
Belgium). Such entrenchments are aimed at binding all major groups into
the state. Here politics concerns ethnicity as well as class, region, gender,
and so on, but hopefully they will be the politics of ethnic compromise.
Affirmative action programs are a much milder, liberal version of this that
guarantee protections at the individual level for out-groups. Toleration is the
weaker and commoner version of recognizing the reality of multiculturalism.
Toleration implies that we have feelings of hostility toward the out-group
but are trying hard to suppress them. Unfortunately, these first policies are
mostly ideal, not real-world, polities. Most ethnic relations are less tolerant
than this.

The next two columns of row 1 include cases where ethnic groups weaken
or disappear without violence, cleansed but by consent. This happened in the
later phase of ethnic homogenization in Western Europe. By the mid-19th
century in France or Britain, their states needed to apply little coercion to
eliminate minority languages. Minorities accepted that their own regional
language — say Breton or Welsh — was backward, depriving their children of
success in modern society. Most immigrants to the United States or Australia
similarly acquire English voluntarily, do not teach their children their own
original language, and abandon many other ethnic cultural practices. Their
descendants may retain only a sentimental sense of being Germans, Slovaks,
or Welsh. So voluntary assimilation produces a cleansed society, not from
hostile acts by the dominant group but by positive inducements. White immi-
grant groups in the United States or Australia lost most of their earlier ethnic
identity as they pursued economic and status success and social conformity
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and became Americans or Australians. This is a pretty harmless and marginal
form of cleansing, lamented only by those who value the preservation of tra-
ditional cultures. Indeed, the word cleansing (even inside its inverted com-
mas) may be inappropriate here.

Row 2 contains the first escalation of violence, to institutional coercion.
Discrimination is probably the most common policy of all. It limits the rights
of the out-group but permits its members to retain their ethnic identity. Dis-
crimination typically involves preferential hiring, redlining residential dis-
tricts, negative cultural stereotyping, offensive interpersonal behavior, and
police harassment. Most countries discriminate against some minorities.
African Americans still suffer discrimination 150 years after the abolition
of slavery and so years after the civil rights movement. Take, for exam-
ple, the offense sardonically described in the United States as “driving while
black,” in which the cop pulls over a black man because he is driving “too
good” a car. All such discrimination is to be deplored, but it is a lot better
than what follows in the rest of this table.

Severe discrimination can restrict rights to acquire education, the vote,
public office, or property. The dominant group may also compel out-groups
to use its language as the official one of education and the public sphere.
Segregation is geographical partial cleansing: the out-group is ghettoized
in apartheid or enslaved conditions. This may be far more oppressive than
the milder forms of total cleansing. After all, many slaves would like to run
away from their oppression (which would produce a more cleansed society)
but are prevented by force from doing so. Here ethnic and class politics
continue alongside each other. Apartheid South Africa had almost normal
class politics within its white community, and some traces of them within its
African and colored communities, but race dominated politics as a whole.

The next column, “Cultural Suppression,” involves total cleansing, though
only through institutional coercion. Public institutions suppress the culture
of the out-group, whose identity is thus forcibly assimilated into the dom-
inant group. The group’s language may be banned from schools or offices,
its religion banned, its distinctive family names changed by law. Though this
is coercive, it is usually legal and involves little physical force, except to put
down scattered resistance to the policy (which the next row covers). Such
suppression is not often viewed as ethnic cleansing, especially if it is success-
fully imposed. Then, after the passage of some time, it may not be generally
remembered by either group as cleansing — as, for example, with the assim-
ilation of Welsh people into a British identity largely defined by the English.
Welsh people are generally proud of what Welshness they believe they have
retained, not the probably larger cultural traits they have lost. Another ex-
ample is the virtually total assimilation of Provencals or Acquitainians into
French identity. Many members of the out-group may react to all these ill
treatments by emigrating, as the Irish did in such large numbers. This is also
a partly coerced, partly voluntary form of cleansing.
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Physical violence begins in Row 3, containing selective policed repression.
“Selective” means it is targeted at dissidents, usually protesters against row 2
policies. “Policed” means repression remains rather orderly, enforcing laws
through routinized legitimate means — though this will typically also include
some limited physical violence. The first column contains repression aimed
specifically at protesters; the second escalates to an attempt to repress part
of the out-group’s identity. The latter also contains policed implantation of
settlers from the dominant group, displacing the indigenous out-group from
their homes, though not from the society as a whole. An example would be
the settlement of Protestant Scots on Ulster farms from the 17th century on,
forcibly displacing thousands of Irish Catholic farmers. The third column
moves us to policed total cultural suppression, population exchanges, and
policed deportations and emigrations, a wide variety of state-run cleansings,
coercive but not usually very violent. The policies discussed so far normally
involve a fairly stable state believing only that it is enforcing the rule of law.

Row 4 introduces serious physical violence. In the first column this re-
mains routinized and orderly. General policed repression is aimed at groups
harboring protesters, rioters, rebels, or terrorists, inflicting sanguinary of-
ficial punishment in order to coerce the main part of the group to submit.
If this is routine, states will employ specialized paramilitaries whose names
become notorious to out-groups — like the Cossacks or the Black-and-Tans.
The next two columns involve less controlled violence. Escalation to vio-
lent partial cleansing involves settlement/displacement, as in most European
colonizations, and pogroms and communal riots, varied short-lived forms
of violence, including rioting and looting, plus some murder and rape, with
mixed motives: state agencies seek to displace political tensions onto out-
groups; locals enjoy the looting, violence, and rape; ethnic cleansers try to
induce terrorized flight. Pogroms typically induce some emigration. Com-
mon victims have been the Jewish, Armenian, and Chinese. The next esca-
lation is to wild deportation and emigration, involving enough brutality to
persuade members of the out-group to flee — as in the former Yugoslavia
in recent years. Cleansing of a more racial form may involve distinctively
biological policies. Here the out-group is denied reproduction by restrictive
marriage or sexual policies, escalating perhaps to forcible sterilization or to
rape where the intent is to make the woman unlikely to bear children car-
rying the identity of the out-group. Biological cleansing tends to center on
females for obvious reasons: maternity is certain, paternity only presumed.

Row 5 escalates to the violence of mass deaths that were the unintended
consequence of the dominant group’s policies. The first column involves
policy mistakes, often through submitting ethnic groups to labor conditions
to which they were ill-adapted, or by revolutionaries seeking to achieve major
social transformations with foolish policies — for example, the Great Leap
Forward in China, which unintentionally killed millions. The implication is
that once the mistake is realized, the policy will be abandoned, and so the
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out-group will not be wiped out. I do not wish to exonerate the perpetrators
here, for the number of dead may be enormous. Most big mistakes border on
the next category, labeled callous policies. These are not directly intended
to kill the out-group, but the dominant group has such negative views of
the out-group that it does not particularly care if this ensues. This is not
quite true of the leadership of the Great Leap Forward, but its slowness in
reacting to the disaster did reveal a relative lack of concern for the lives of
the victims. Wars and civil wars loom large in the callous category, especially
in the devastation inflicted on civilian populations through laying waste to
the country or bombing cities. The limiting case is the very first colonization
of Caribbean islands by the Spanish. By the time the colonialists collectively
realized what their impact on the natives was, virtually all the natives were
dead, which makes this strictly ethnocide.

Ethnocide refers to the unintended wiping out of a group and its culture.
This will usually be extremely callous, and the dominant group may even
welcome the elimination of the out-group. Ethnocide characterized the main
thrust of many terrible encounters between colonial settlers and indigenous
peoples, in which most deaths resulted from diseases carried from the domi-
nant to the out-group, worsened by living on reservations and terrible labor
conditions that were not intended to kill, but that did wear down the natives
to near death. More of this in Chapter 4.

Finally, row 6 contains premeditated mass killing of civilians. Exemplary
repression is how I style most of the more atrocious imperial conquest poli-
cies of history — for example, putting an entire city to the sword in order to
cow other cities into submission. Recent military campaigns have involved
indiscriminate bombing of cities, as in Dresden, Tokyo, and Hiroshima. The
Romans sometimes decimated, killing every tenth person of a rebellious pop-
ulation. In the Balkans in the 1940s, the German army killed 50 local civilians
for every German killed by guerrillas. Rebels and terrorists are usually ca-
pable of only smaller atrocities of this type, though September 11 was a very
large one. Today, all exemplary repression could be theoretically prosecuted
under international law as war crimes or crimes against humanity — though
those who win wars are rarely prosecuted. Civil wars usually involve greater
slaughter of civilians than do interstate wars.

Then come mass murders whose intent is partial cleansing. Forced con-
version offers a stark choice: “convert or die,” as Serbs were told by Croat
Catholic Ustasha forces during World War II. In pogroms, Jews were often
given such a choice. Some members of the out-group are killed, either be-
cause they resist or because perpetrators wish to show that the choice is for
real. But most live, cleansed partially — of their religion but not their entire
culture. Politicide, a recently coined term, refers to killing where the intended
target is the entire leadership and potential leadership class of a more gen-
erally victimized and feared group (as defined by Harff & Gurr, 1988: 360).
This may overlap with exemplary repression, though politicide has a more
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cleansing intent. Wiping out leaders and intellectuals is intended to under-
mine the out-group’s cultural identity, whereas cities cowed into submission
through exemplary repression may retain their identities. By killing all ed-
ucated Poles, the Nazis intended to wipe out Polish cultural identity, just
as Burundian Tutsis intended to wipe out Hutu cultural identity in killing
educated Hutus.

I add my own coined term, classicide, to refer to the intended mass killing
of entire social classes. Since this may be more murderous than forced con-
version or politicide, I have arrowed it in the table toward, but not in, the
genocide category. The Khmer Rouge were the worst perpetrators; Stalinists
and Maoists perpetrated short bursts. The victim classes were thought to
be irredeemable enemies. Classicide seems to be distinctive to leftists, since
only they are tempted to believe they can do without opposed (“exploit-
ing”) classes. Rightist regimes of capitalists and landlords always recognize
that they need workers and peasants to do the work for them. Thus the
mass slaughter by the Indonesian Army and Islamic paramilitaries of at least
500,000 Indonesian Communist sympathizers in 19656, though it dispro-
portionately killed poor peasants, was targeted at a political rather than a
class enemy — at Communists, not peasants or workers. It was politicide, not
classicide. In Communist regimes like the Khmer Rouge, and under Stalinism
and Mao, it entwined with mistakes and callousness. All three types can be
prosecuted as war crimes or crimes against humanity.

Finally comes genocide, a term invented in 1944 by the Polish lawyer
Raphael Lemkin. The United Nations modified Lemkin’s definition to say
that genocide is a criminal act intended to destroy an ethnic, national, or
religious group, which is targeted for destruction as such. This definition
is sometimes criticized because it includes both too much and too little. It
adds that “partial” destruction counts as genocide. Partial genocide makes
sense only in geographic terms. Settlers in California in 1851 attempting to
wipe out all the Indians from the Owens Valley embarked upon partial, in
the sense of local, genocide. The decision of Bosnian Serb commanders to
kill all the men and boys of Srebrenica in 1994 might be also so labeled,
since local women could not survive on their own as a viable commun-
ity. But when killings are mixed in with forced deportations as in the nearby
cleansings of Prijedor, this seems not to be a local genocide. But, conversely,
genocide should cover more than just ethnic groups (Andreopoulos, 1994:
Part I). Genocide is intentional, aiming to wipe out an entire group, not only
physically but also culturally (destroying its churches, libraries, museums,
street names). Yet if only cultural cleansing occurs, I call this not genocide
but only cultural suppression. Genocide is typically committed by majorities
against minorities, whereas politicide is the reverse.

This book focuses on the worst, darkly shaded area of the table, which
I collectively label murderous ethnic cleansing. 1 have also colored three
adjacent cells in a lighter hue to acknowledge that these borderline zones
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may also contain some murderous cleansing. I do not term many of these
cells genocide, as some do (e.g., Jonassohn, 1998; Smith, 1997).

Making these distinctions reveals two paradoxical features of ethnic
cleansing. On the one hand, most has been quite mild. Murderous cleansing
is uncommon. Assimilation, backed up by milder institutional coercion, has
dominated. On the other hand, most advanced countries today are ethnically
cleansed since they are substantially mono-ethnic (i.e., at least 70 percent of
the population considers itself to be of one ethnicity), whereas in the past
they were far more multiethnic. So we have two main problems. Why did
such cleansing occur? And why in only a few cases did it turn really nasty?
These are the main historical questions that my book must answer.

RIVAL APPROACHES TO ETHNIC CLEANSING

I am not the first to have addressed these issues. I draw gratefully on a large
body of literature in writing my case studies and in framing my theoretical
approach. Let me briefly list the main theoretical dilemmas that have surfaced
and indicate my position on each.

PRIMITIVE, ANCIENT, OR MODERN?

In stark contrast to my first thesis, stressing modernity, others see ethnic
cleansing as a primitive throwback. To blame “primitive” peoples offers us
psychological comfort, since we can view murderous Serbs or Hutus (and
other African tribal hatreds) as far removed from we civilized moderns.
Yet such primitives would have to include groups from all the continents,
and people as modern in their time, and as culturally close to us, as 19th-
century Americans and Australians and 2oth-century Germans. I write this in
Los Angeles, whose admirable Museum of Tolerance powerfully evokes the
horrors of the far-off Nazi Final Solution yet completely ignores the genocide
committed in Los Angeles itself by European settlers against the Chumash
Indians. My historical chapters will demonstrate that ethnic cleansing has
been a part of our modernity and civilization.

However, primitive may also have a more Freudian meaning. Below the
layers of socialization, civility, the superego, and repression lie the murky
reaches of aggressive instincts, the id, and perhaps even thanatos, the death
wish. Remove or destabilize the top layers of socialization and human beings
regress to primitive violence, said Freud in Civilization and Its Discontents.
But this is misleading. In all my case studies the perpetrators formed social
movements with their own institutions, ideologies, and socialization pro-
cesses. Perpetrators were not autonomous individuals liberated from their
superegos. When hatred and violence erupted, they were not so much freed
from traditional socialization pressures as encouraged by new ones. Primitive
theories are not very helpful.
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The thesis of the primitive is modified somewhat by those who write of
ancient hatreds spanning the centuries. They say, for example, that Serbs and
Bosnian Muslims have been fighting each other since the Battle of Kosovo
Field in 1389, making the Balkans “a region of pure memory” in which
“each individual sensation and memory affects the grand movement of clash-
ing peoples” to exert a “multiplier effect on violence” (Kaplan, 1993; cf.
Vulliamy, 1994: 4). Though this is nonsense, Balkan conflicts have indeed
flared up on several occasions over quite a long period. Smith (1986: chap. 2;
2000: chap. 2) has offered a general framework of what he calls perennial-
ism for understanding it. He sees ethnic rivalries as old, but less continuous
than perennial. He sees a minimal continuity in that ethnic groups have per-
sistently shared a name, a myth of descent, a sense of history, a culture, a
connection to a specific territory, and a sense of solidarity. But these have
only intermittently surged forward into the historical record, especially pre-
cipitated by wars, border disputes, or diasporas. Thus modern nations can
mobilize deep-rooted collective identities.

It depends how far back he is taking this idea. The rulers and ruled in most
historical states until the past few centuries did not share the same culture
and so could not share a common ethnic identity. Class usually trumped
ethnicity until modern times. This pattern began to weaken as salvation reli-
gions emerged. Christianity, Islam, and other religions generated a religious
culture shared across the classes. But the decisive shift came when modern
democratic political ideals conferred citizenship on all, all social classes and
both genders. Indeed, Smith’s recent notion of ethnosymbolism seems to
concede much of this. He says that modern nationalists have reinterpreted a
real and popular living past with the aid of myths, memories, and traditions
to make the nation more inclusive. Indeed they have, though how real this
past was and what the balance is between memory and myth remains to be
seen.

But why should ethnic groups hate each other? Are the reasons old or
modern? Where citizenship was imposed upon older religious fault lines,
things became more dangerous — as for Jews, for Muslims in the Balkans
and the Caucasus, and for Christians in the Ottoman Empire. But, despite
Smith, this history is more of a modern ethnic crescendo than a perennial
recurrence — though, clearly, there can be exceptions. Jews of all classes
suffered many centuries of intermittent oppression under the Roman Empire
and Christendom. Their sense of a collective ethnic identity is probably the
oldest of all. Still, some of today’s worst ethnic rivalries do date back over
a century or so. The Serb nationalist account of the Battle of Kosovo Field
in 1389 is a modern invention, since the battle was actually fought between
two armies we would today consider multiethnic, one giving allegiance to
an Ottoman Sultan, the other to a Serb prince. Nineteenth-century Serb
nationalists invented a Kosovo myth of an exclusively Serb army (in previous
centuries it had been a myth of an exclusively Christian army), and Serb
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schoolchildren have now been taught this for over a century. So the myth
does lie quite deep in contemporary Serb consciousness.

Of course, the age of an ethnic rivalry is not necessarily related to mur-
derous proclivities. English-Scots and Danish—-Swedish rivalries are also old,
but they have been harmless for 200 years. And in my case studies serious
ethnic cleansing had prior harbingers — disputes, violent incidents, perhaps
pogroms, stretching erratically back over some time. Gurr (2000: 50-3) says
that “virtually all” the “ethno-rebellions” occurring between 1986 and 1998
were preceded by significant and prolonged political agitation in which vio-
lence gradually accelerated. Harff (1998) emphasizes short-term escalation
over a prior three-month period, though Bond (1998: 118) and Gurr (1998)
refer to weeks, months, and even years. Yugoslav conflicts exploded spas-
modically throughout the 20oth century. Though age is relevant, we must
explain more recent escalation.

PERPETRATORS: NATIONALIST MASSES OR
AUTHORITARIAN ELITES?

My seventh thesis gives a multilayered account of the perpetrators as elites,
militants, and core constituencies. But two much simpler views dominate —
the perpetrators are whole ethnic groups or state elites. We routinely en-
dorse the first view when in everyday speech we say that the Germans, the
Serbs, and so on did this or that. Virtually all books on the ethnic wars in
Yugoslavia intermittently describe the collective actors as the Serbs, the
Croats, the Albanians, and so on, and even I may have slipped in a few
such collective nouns without noticing. Popular accounts of ethnic cleansing
often explicitly embrace this view, and a few scholars do too. Goldhagen
(1996) says Germans as a whole embraced an ideology of “exterminist anti-
Semitism” and had done so for half a century before the Holocaust. Oddly,
his work is popular among Germans. But, as we see later, Goldhagen is
not correct. Dadrian (1995: 121—7) says that the warrior values of the Turk
combined with the intolerance of Islam to generate a Turkish cultural pre-
disposition to massacre Christian Armenians. This is also false. Cigar (1995)
makes his view of the Yugoslav ethnic wars clear with subheads like “The
Serbs Sense of Superiority” and “The Serbs as a Threatened Nation.” I label
these views nationalist since it is nationalists who claim that the nation is
a singular actor. The label is ironic, since Goldhagen, Dadrian, and Cigar
are denouncing nationalism — but in ways that reproduce the categories
of nationalist thought. Yet whole nations or ethnic groups never act collec-
tively. The perpetrators are some Germans, some Serbs, some Hutus, coming
disproportionately from core constituencies, particular regions, age groups,
economic sectors, and so on, among which combinations of ethnonationalist
values, statism, and approval of violence resonate most strongly. Ethnona-
tionalists must first overcome dissidents in their own ethnic community, and
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in fact they often kill more people from their own ethnic group than from the
out-group — a practice political scientists call in-group policing (Brubaker &
Laitin, 1998: 433; Laitin, 1995). If ethnic groups do become more homoge-
neous as conflict escalates, this is precisely what we must explain.

The dangers of reifying nationalism are now so well known that some
scholars have shifted to the opposite perspective, to what is called con-
structivism, seeing ethnicity and ethnic conflict as constructed by social
movements, usually by elites, out of contingent events that might have
gone otherwise, creating ethnic identities that are only partial and transient
(Brubaker, 1996: chap. 1). Even if this were so, once an ethnic identity is
socially constructed, it may engender deep and long-lasting sentiments such
that it becomes institutionalized, even structural. Some ethnic identities lie
quite deep and institutionalized; others are more contingent and precarious.
My case studies must be aware of both and establish the depth of ethnic
identities.

The most popular alternative to blaming the whole ethnic group has been
to blame elites, especially state elites. It is said that atrocities happen when
people are subjected to malign, manipulative leaders. Democracy and the
people are seen as pacific, whereas leaders and elites are potentially more
murderous. In civil society theory, democracy, peace, and tolerance are said
to result when individuals are engaged in vibrant, dense social relations pro-
vided by voluntary institutions, which protect them from the manipulations
of state elites (Putnam, 1993, 2000). This is naive. Radical ethnonationalists
often succeed precisely because their civil society networks are denser and
more mobilizing than those of their more moderate rivals. This was true of
the Nazis (see my book Fascists, chap. 4; Hagtvet, 1980; Koshar, 1986), and
we see later that it was also true of Serb, Croat, and Hutu nationalists. Civil
society may be evil.

But ethnic cleansing has long been treated as a problem of states. Fein
declared, “The victims of twentieth century premeditated genocide. .. were
murdered in order to fulfill the state’s design for a new order” (1984; cf.
Horowitz, 1982; Smith, 1987). The modern state’s weapons, transport, and
administrative techniques have escalated the efficiency of mass, bureaucratic
killing, says Baumann when analyzing the Holocaust (1989). Ethnic cleans-
ing is a product of the most advanced stage of the modern state, reflecting
its need for “order, transparency, and responsiveness,” says Naimark (2001:
8). Human rights organizations invariably blame ethnic cleansing on state
elites (as in the Human Rights Watch book of 1995; cf. Brown, 1996). The
Yugoslav civil wars are often blamed on Milosevic and Serbian elites (Brown,
1996; Gagnon, 1997; Glenny, 1993 ). Fearon and Laitin (2000) say the dom-
inant recent view has been that “large-scale ethnic violence is provoked by
elites seeking to gain, maintain, or increase their hold on political power.”

Democratic peace theory also argues that representative governments are
pacific, rarely fighting wars, almost never against each other (Doyle, 1983;
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for a critique see Barkawi & Laffey, 2001). It is rooted in the liberal belief
that if the people’s will is freely expressed, it will be pacific. Rummel says
that the more authoritarian a state, the more likely it is to kill its own or
other civilians: “Power kills; absolute Power kills absolutely,” he repeats
like a mantra (1994: 1, 12—-27; 1998: 1). In a tautological sense he is right.
Regimes that murder large numbers of their citizens cannot be considered
democracies, since they are grossly infringing the civil liberties part of democ-
racy. But for Rummel, it is the electoral part of democracy that guarantees
social peace: perpetrating regimes got into power by authoritarian means,
not free elections.

But there is a disturbing number of exceptions. European settlers from
the 17th century on were more genocidal if they lived under constitutional
than authoritarian governments. Perhaps settler democracies are better de-
scribed as ethnocracies, democracy for one ethnic group, as Yiftachel (1999)
has noted for the contemporary case of Israel. The Soviet Union and Tito’s
Yugoslavia usually damped down ethnic conflict, and their collapse led to
ethnic wars as majority groups sought to found ethnocracies (Beissinger,
2002). Brass (1997) and Tambiah (1996) show that ethnic violence in the
Indian subcontinent rose in periods of vigorous electoral politics and de-
clined under martial law. “Majoritarian democracy” was the battle cry of
the Hutu Power movement while committing genocide in 1994, while North-
ern Ireland Protestants and Sri Lankans denounce their Catholic and Tamil
opponents for undermining (majoritarian) democracy. There is no simple
relationship between authoritarian states and ethnic cleansing.

Like me, Snyder sees authoritarian regimes as better at damping down
ethnic tensions than democracies unless democracies are already securely in-
stitutionalized. He also sees states newly embarked on democratization as the
most vulnerable to ethnonationalism. He notes that though Human Rights
Watch reports blame ethnic wars on authoritarian regimes, in actuality all
their cases — Sri Lanka, India, South Africa, Lebanon, Israel, Romania, the
former Yugoslavia, Russia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan — “had recently held
openly contested elections where powerful opposition groups were more
nationalist than the government” (2000: 267). Yet Snyder still blames the
unraveling of transitions to democracy on malevolent, manipulative elites:
“Democratization produces nationalism when powerful groups within the
nation...want to avoid surrendering real political authority to the aver-
age citizen. . .. Nationalist conflicts arise as a by-product of elites’ efforts to
persuade the people to accept divisive nationalist ideas” (2000: 32). This is
too simple. Note that the worst perpetrating authoritarian regimes had a
particular form. The Stalinist, Maoist, and Nazi regimes were party-states,
dictatorships resting on a mobilized mass movement. Atrocities were of-
ten rather bottom-up as low-level militants settled scores against political
and economic elites. Party-states figured in all my 20th-century cases. Apart
from the colonial settler cases — which result from bottom-up pressures — it is
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always unpredictable combinations of top-down, bottom-up, and sideways-
violent pressures that lead to the worst atrocities.

Political scientists have also noted that ethnic wars tend to occur where
states weaken and factionalize. Transitions toward democracy upset states’
normal repertoire of conflict management: the old state has collapsed; the
new one is being formed (Beissinger, 1998, 2002; Gurr, 1993: 361—3; 2000:
36, 236). Some say that not strong but failed states see most mass killing,
often of a very confused, anarchic kind (Esty et al., 1998; Fearon & Laitin,
2003; Posen, 1993). Yet this book investigates more deliberately targeted
ethnic cleansing, which seems to involve governments continuing to exercise
some degree of control. The Nazi, Young Turk, and Milosevic regimes were
not failing. Factionalized and radicalizing states are more dangerous for
ethnic cleansing than failed states. There is a relationship between democracy
and murderous cleansing, but it is more complex and double-edged than
many statist theorists acknowledge. In the end, murderous ethnic cleansing
is almost always led by state elites. But, again, this is the end process of
state disintegration, reconstitution, and radicalization. We must explain this
process.

RATIONAL, EMOTIONAL, OR NORMATIVE PERPETRATORS?

The study of ethnic violence by political scientists has been increasingly dom-
inated by rational choice theory (rat. theory for short). This theory suggests
that human behavior results from rational individuals seeking to maximize
their utility functions. It tends to stress economic motives, strives for par-
simony by making a few simple assumptions about utility preferences, and
seeks (perhaps only in its wildest fantasies) to fit human behavior into alge-
braic formulae.

Rat. theory is useful but limited. It works best with fairly utilitarian
economistic disputes. Laitin (1998, 1999) shows that disputes over the offi-
cial languages of states rarely escalate to serious violence, since they can
be compromised by rational actors. Take the Russian minority living in
Kazakhstan. Since Kazakh is the language of the country’s public sector,
a Russian might learn Kazakh to improve his job prospects. He need not
abandon his ethnicity, since he can still speak Russian at home. Laitin iden-
tifies a tipping point or cascade. At first, a Russian would experience only a
little payoff from learning Kazakh. If he does learn it, other Russians may re-
ject him, while Kazakhs may still not accept him. But if one or more of these
factors begins to change, the payoff for learning Kazakh increases and that
for learning Russian declines until the expected returns for each language be-
come the same. When they cross over, a tipping point is reached and a cascade
begins, toward all Russians learning Kazakh, now the more useful language.
But if Kazakhs still deny Russians jobs, Russians might cascade instead to-
ward emigrating to Russia. This, observes Laitin, begins “as soon as a critical
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number of Russians believe that a critical number of Russians believe that
a critical number of Russians will leave.” But even pressured emigration is
far short of mass killing. This language issue is a utilitarian one, relevant to
jobs, and people can retain their ethnic identity by speaking more than one
language.

But rival languages may be seen not as secular but as sacred, expressing
the one true faith. Sudanese people do kill each other over whether Arabic or
Christian languages are to predominate in their country. And serious violence
did erupt in other post-Soviet countries, though not over the language issue. It
turned on disputes over state border regions involving majority and minority
ethnic populations. Rival ethnonationalist movements claimed their own
state over the same piece of territory, with the minority helped by the new
state next door (Beissinger, 2002: 287) — exactly as in my third and fourth
ethnic theses. This is an emotional as well as a utilitarian matter, and it is
not so amenable to rat. theory.

Rat. theorists do attempt to understand emotions. They focus on fear.
Weingast (1989) says that persons told by ethnonationalists that they are
targets for extermination might rationally decide to fight (or flee), even if
the probability of extermination is extremely low. For should it actually
happen, that would be curtains! So fear-driven preemptive violence might
explain seemingly irrational violence. Thus Kalyvas (1999) has shown that
in Algeria groups are massacred even if they seem rather harmless at present.
Since they might conceivably threaten in the future, it is better to “get your
retaliation in first.” Rabushka and Shepsle (1972) say that as tensions rise,
rival communities both come to fear extinction. Then their elites can engage
in “competitive outbidding,” outdoing each other in extreme ethnonation-
alism. This undercuts moderate rivals and mobilizes their community for
violence. In turn, this realizes the worst fears of the other group, and so for
both, the fear of extinction acquires a real basis that it did not initially have.

These are very real scenarios, though they may be unduly pessimistic. Why
should moderate leaders be undercut? They can deliver peace, a desirable
goal. Since wars and violence are costly, both sides should normally prefer
diplomatic agreements. Fearon (1995) suggests three ways in which war and
violence seem rational, though objectively they are not.

1. The security dilemma (Posen, 1993) means that each side’s efforts to
make itself more secure make its rival less secure. Escalation forces both
communities to shelter behind their own men of violence. Fear and a sense
of humiliation lead to enraged preemptive killing. This might account for the
bizarre view of many killers that they are actually the victims. This dilemma
means that the possession of overwhelming military superiority in a conflict
situation leads to a first-strike incentive for aggression. I have incorporated
this into my ethnic thesis 4b.

2. The commitment problem means that escalation results from reluctance
to commit credibly to uphold agreements, which also makes the opponent
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reluctant to commit. Durkheim long ago observed that “all that is in the
contract is not contractual.” For contracts to hold, he said, shared norms
are necessary. Instrumental reason does not govern human actions. We must
also study how norms, values, and social identities arise and help define our
sense of our own interest. We commit to those we trust, but how does trust
arise and how does it decline? Here we surely need a more social explanation
than rat. theorists provide.

3. Information failure means that information is known by only one side.
In saber-rattling bluffing, for example, the opponent does not know that it
is a bluff and so arms himself unnecessarily, leading to further escalation.
Sunstein (2000) believes this is very widespread. He draws on experimental
and jury studies to note that prolonged discussion confined within a group
tends to move it toward a more extreme version of its prior average opinion.
In periods of ethnic tension, a group already may have somewhat negative
views of the out-group. The more it confers only within itself, the more
negative toward the out-group it becomes. But again this involves norms,
values, and identities. How do people come to define themselves as belonging
primarily to an ethnic group rather than having a cross-ethnic identity like
class?

The problem is that all three processes also presuppose norms, values,
and identity formation that rat. theorists do not specify. They tend to as-
sume that ethnic group identities and rivalries already exist. Their actors are
too stable. But the relevant collective actors are many, and some emerge in
the process of escalation itself. Identities based on relationship to the state,
class, occupation, region, generation, gender and so on weave in and out
of ethnic identities, rechanneling ethnicity as they do so. Beissinger (2002)
notes that as the Soviet Union collapsed, it unleashed an unexpected tidal
wave of ethnonationalist hostilities, fueled by emotions and norms as well
as interests. The participants astonished themselves, rapidly changing their
priorities and political strategies. Crowds committed hate crimes of which
they had not known they were capable. Ex-Soviet politicians jumped on an
ethnonationalist bandwagon that they had hitherto despised.

Most importantly, murderous cleansing rarely seems rational. How could
Germans come to fear Jews, 0.7 percent of the German population? Most
perpetrating groups suffer more harm than they would have done had they
compromised. Germany, Rwanda, andYugoslavia are laid waste. Milosevic
is on trial, a third of the Serb paramilitary leaders lie murdered, and the rest
fear they are next for assassination or indictment. Shouldn’t reason have led
them down different paths?

The obvious response is, since when did reason govern human action? Max
Weber (1978: 1, 25) identified four main types of human action — instrumen-
tally rational, habitual, affectual (i.e., emotional), and value-rational. In-
strumentally rational action, as studied by rat. choice theorists, is obviously
important in human affairs. But where power relations or ethnic identities
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are internalized, we may engage in habitual action unthinkingly, without ra-
tional calculation, if we are told by other members of the group that we are
threatened. We then define our interests in terms of this group identification.
Only within its blinkers do we instrumentally calculate our interests. In war
we routinely obey an order to kill, even if we bear the victim no hate. Then,
as ethnic hostilities escalate, affectual action arises. Love of one’s own group
and fear, hatred, and rage at the other may override instrumental concerns.
Finally, we may engage in value-rational action, committing ourselves to
certain goals whatever the costs. This is ideologically driven action. When
people are willing to risk or inflict death in pursuit of their values, instru-
mental reason may be relegated to the back burner. Weber’s distinctions seem
very relevant to ethnic cleansing. All four types of action will enter into my
list of perpetrator motives discussed later.

Rat. theory demands a level of rigor and simplicity not found in the real
world. It sets us an admirable level of theoretical ambition: we should at-
tempt to reconstruct the preferences of variable and changing actors, in-
cluding values, traditions, and emotions as well as instrumental goals, amid
broader and changing contexts of power. Indeed, my sixth thesis offers ra-
tional reconstruction of motives. I attempt to identify the successive plans of
ethnic leaders, formally designating their original main goal as their Plan A,
followed by their subsequent adaptations — Plan B, Plan C, and so on. This
methodology will sometimes prove too schematic and too rationalistic, since
intentions are often murky and fluid. But it will prove useful since murderous
ethnic cleansing was never the initial solution devised by ethnonationalists,
and we must be able to reconstruct the successive flow of their goals. But
this also leads to more general questions of motive.

PERPETRATORS’ MOTIVES: ORDINARY PEOPLE OR FANATICS?

Thousands of people assist in the worst murderous cleansings. One question
above all others has seared the minds of the eyewitnesses: how can apparently
ordinary people perpetrate murderous cleansing? A simple contrast has often
been posed: were they ordinary people like you and I, placed in extraordinary
circumstances, or were they ideological fanatics?

The most famous answer was given in Stanley Milgrams’s experiments. He
asked ordinary Americans to inflict what they believed to be severe electric
shocks on experimental subjects who gave incorrect answers in 1Q tests
they administered. They were told that scientists were testing whether shock
treatment might help improve IQ scores (and the experimenters wore white
lab coats!). Sixty-five percent of these ordinary folk (there were no differences
between men and women) complied when asked to inflict severe pain by
pushing a lever in the room next to the victim. As they pushed, they could
hear the victims’ cries of pain coming through the wall. Thirty percent of
them still did so if asked to administer the shock themselves by pushing
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the victim’s hand down on a plate bearing an electric current. A few joined
in the experiment with enthusiasm, seemingly enjoying administering pain.
But most were deeply disturbed. At higher levels of shock, the subjects cried
for the experimenter to stop. But despite their severe moral and physical
discomfort, they continued administering pain — because they could not bring
themselves to reject scientific authority. Milgram (1974: 10) commented,
“Some subjects were totally convinced of the wrongness of what they were
doing but could not bring themselves to make an open break with authority.”
But he was not as sadistic as this experiment seemed. The pain was not
real but faked. The “victims” were his stooges, and no electric current was
transmitted.

Milgram suggested that ordinary modern people can kill if an order comes
from a legitimate scientific authority. More would comply with indirect
killing (from the next room), so bureaucratic desk-killing would be eas-
ier than committing murder oneself. Not all subsequent research supported
his conclusions. One study found that most subjects distinguished between
mild pain and pain that might harm the victim. They refused to inflict the
latter (Blau, 1993). But a study of California college students was even more
worrying (to me, since I teach them). They were asked to play the roles of pris-
oners and wardens in a prison setting. The experiment had to be abandoned
when the student-warders developed cruel and authoritarian tendencies
(Haney et al., 1973). These experiments suggest that ordinary people are
capable of cruel behavior if given license by legitimate institutions. No ex-
periment can simulate actual murder, but we know from regular scandals
that institutions like prisons, asylums, and orphanages have to be vigilant
against abuse by the staff of their immense power over inmates.

Milgram’s book is laced with references to the Final Solution. But the
perpetrators there, as in other cases, were actually very varied. I distinguish
nine common motives found among perpetrators.

1. Ideological killers believed in the righteousness of murderous cleans-
ing. Found especially among the higher ranks of perpetrators, they pur-
sued Weber’s value rationality — murderous means supposedly justified
by higher goals. Such an ideology might resonate in certain contexts
(like war) or in core constituencies — like refugees who have already
suffered at the hands of the out-group. The ideology might resonate
in the practices and subcultures of certain professions. Doctors and
biologists in the early 20th century found biomedical models of ethnic-
ity and race particularly attractive. But the most common ideological
motive is to self-righteously justify killing as self-defense. The killer
protests that he is really the victim.

2. Bigoted killers are motivated by more mundane ideology. Especially
rank-and-file perpetrators share the casual prejudices of their place
and time and so engage in what Weber called affectual (emotional)
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action. Jews, Muslims, and colonial natives evoked physical disgust
from their killers. We all know bigoted people who in very different
contexts might be led to condone mistreatment of disliked minorities —
especially if feeling threatened by them.

Violent killers are drawn to murder itself. A few sadists experience
it as emotionally pleasurable. Far more feel themselves driven to it,
experiencing violence as a release or freedom from emotional anxiety.
Jack Katz (1988) has described the “seductions” of violent crime in
the United States. He says murder is usually a highly emotional action.
Most commonly a sense of threat leads to an all-enveloping sense of
personal humiliation, followed by a self-righteous rage to expunge it.
“Rage,” he says, “is livid with the awareness of humiliation.” Ethnic
hatreds may transpose this threat-humiliation-rage triad to a collec-
tive level: Hutus feel threatened and humiliated by Tutsi power, and
they strike out, enraged at any Tutsi. A more triumphal emotion may
be involved in wielding brute force, as any schoolyard reveals. Since
weapons overcome class differences, they enable lower-class people to
experience the joys of arbitrary power over prosperous groups (like
Jews or Armenians or Tutsis). These are some of the worst features
of ordinary human beings. But there are also core constituencies fa-
voring violence as a legitimate solution to social problems — among
soldiers, policemen, criminals, and experts in violent sports or football
hooligans.

Fearful killers feel credibly threatened, fearing harm to life or limb,
if they do not kill. These are physically coerced, sometimes reluctant
killers. This motivation is instrumentally rational.

Careerist killers are employed in organizations involved in murderous
cleansing. Their compliance with killing orders is perceived by them
as materially advantageous, leading to greater career prospects — or to
worse prospects if they do not assist killing. This is more common in
the more bureaucratized murderous cleansings.

Materialist killers are lured by the prospect of direct economic gain
by looting or taking the victims’ jobs, businesses, or property. Some
are freed from prison, provided that they kill. These are also highly
instrumental motives.

Disciplined killers are caged within legitimate organizational author-
ity, where noncompliance with orders is considered deviant. Less fear
than the necessity of routine compliance with directives is at the fore-
front of their minds. People of all nationalities present, past, or future
can be made conformists by pressure from above. They might become
habitual killers in Weber’s sense.

Comradely killers are caged into conformity by peer group pres-
sure, especially by fear that the peer group might withdraw its emo-
tional support. It evokes Weber’s affectual action. It is partly how
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Browning (1993) explained the mass murder committed by ordinary
German policemen.

9. Bureaucratic killers are caged inside the bureaucracies of modernity.
Their obedience is rather habitual, in Weber’s sense, produced by in-
stitutionalized routines trapping them into what Arendt (1965) fa-
mously termed the banality of evil institutionalized in modern soci-
eties. This is where Milgram fits best. Ordinary modern people can
murder, say Baumann (1989) and Katz (1993). Bartov (1996) agrees,
tracing the origins of the trap to the “mechanized, rational and imper-
sonal” killing machine of World War 1.

So we have a rich panoply of potential killers — ideological, bigoted, vio-
lent, fearful, careerist, materialist, disciplined, comradely, and bureaucratic.
The variety gives force to my eighth thesis, for it essentially makes ordinary
people assist murderous cleansing. Some perpetrators murdered for what
they claimed were idealistic, that is, ideological reasons. Some seemed to like
violence or respect it as the best way to solve political problems. The mur-
derous institutions were disciplined, comradely, career- or looting-friendly,
and some were bureaucratic. Such large numbers of perpetrators must have
included some fairly ordinary people. Since these are only ideal types, almost
all perpetrators had mixed motives. And this list tends to “freeze” motives
at the point of killing. Since few perpetrators initially intended to go out and
kill people (thesis 5), their earlier motives must have differed. Thus I trace
careers modifying motives and socializing them to the possibility of killing.

Nor should we abstract individuals from their environments. We are
tempted toward an individualist approach in this unique area of human
behavior partly because of the overwhelming import of the question of legal
guilt. Are we to sentence, perhaps to death, this individual for acts person-
ally committed? But we are also tempted toward individualism in trying to
understand such behavior. Anyone who has pondered these cases has likely
asked the question: “what would I have done in such circumstances if or-
dered to murder men, women, and children? How moral, how brave, would
I have been?” And we then think perhaps of how cowardly, conformist, or
ambitious we ourselves are — reflecting on our own more trivial failure to
help some needy or persecuted person. Such ordinary human weaknesses
were obviously important in assisting murderous cleansing.

Yet to answer the question “What would I have done?” we would have to
place ourselves back in time as someone occupying a comparable position
then. A professor like me placed in Germany in the 1930s would likely fa-
vor conservative nationalism and evince some sympathy for the Nazi cause.
Students would be even more pro-Nazi, for the Nazis won the free national
student elections in Germany in 1931. If I were then a professor of biology or
medicine, I might be doused in scientific racism, amid which radical Nazism
would resonate. As an actual professor of sociology who has written a book
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on fascism, I am uneasily aware of a predecessor. Professor Otto Ohlendorf’s
academic interest in fascism made him a Nazi. His rather self-righteous per-
sonality at first put him at odds with the Nazi leadership. But then he did
his duty, agreeing to head one of the terrible Einsatzgruppen murder squads.
His unit murdered 90,000 persons. He was executed at Nuremberg in 1951.
Placed in other contexts, many of us might have been led quite close to
murderous ethnic cleansing.

MY CAUSAL MODEL: THE SOURCES OF SOCIAL POWER

To explain murderous ethnic cleansing, we need an overall model of the
power interactions involved. I employ the model of the four sources of social
power used in my previous historical work (see Mann, 1986, 1993). I study
ethnic cleansing as the outcome of four interrelated sets of power networks,
all of which are necessary to its accomplishment, but one of which can be
regarded as causally primary.

Ideological power refers to the mobilization of values, norms, and rituals
in human societies. I do not imply that ideology is false, only that it surpasses
experience and science alike, and so contains nontestable elements. Some use
the term culture in roughly the sense that I use ideology, though I avoid it as
too vague and multifarious a term. Ethnic conflict is very ideological. Bene-
dict Anderson’s (1983) well-known aphorism that “nations are imagined
communities” indicates that it is not obvious from our direct life experience
that complete strangers might share an identity with us as an ethnic group
or nation. Such a bizarre conception has to be ideologically created, since it
greatly surpasses our actual experience. We need a causal theory of in what
particular circumstances and by what mechanisms culture/ideology helps to
generate hate-filled ethnic identities. What did Germans really know of Jews
that they might see them as a threat to their collective survival? How do per-
petrators proceed to actual killing, overcoming the moral injunction “Thou
shalt not kill”? How did some leaders and militants come to be driven by
“value-rationality,” to the detriment of all instrumental reason?

Ideologies are carried by communications networks in which some possess
greater resources of knowledge and persuasion than others. They mobilize
social movements and mass media — mass marches and meetings, the printed
word, and the airwaves — all of which may acquire power over people.
Yet people are not cultural dopes. They accept ideologies that make some
plausible sense of their world, and they actively reinterpret them. Ideologies
justifying ethnic cleansing are grounded in real, growing historical conflicts,
though they must compete with alternative ideologies (liberal, socialist, etc.)
that also usually offer plausible explanations. I will emphasize the close-run
nature of their rivalry in most cases, at least in the early stages of escalation.
Later in the process, control of the means of communication may provide
greater ideological power to ethnonationalists. But this is part of a process
that requires explanation.



The Argument 31

Economic power is also important. All cases of cleansing involve material
interests. Usually, members of an ethnic group come to believe they have a
collective economic interest against an out-group. As in my second ethnic
thesis, ethnicity can trump class. Class sentiments are displaced onto ethnic
group relations. The oppressed group identifies the other as an imperial
exploiting nation, considering itself an exploited proletarian nation (as did
Hutus in Rwanda). The exploiter sees its imperial rule as bringing civilization
to inferior ethnic groups. The defense of this imperium against revolutionary
threats from below is what I will call imperial revisionism — so evident among
Nazis, Serbs, and Tutsis.

Displacement of class sentiments also occurs in ethnic niche economies,
where minorities occupy distinctive places in the division of labor - Jewish,
Indian, or Chinese merchants, or Irish or Indian laborers. But, though this
may generate discrimination and political protest, it rarely escalates to mas-
sive violence (Gurr, 2000: 229). Like the language issue, it is instrumental
and can be compromised. The worst cases seem to occur where popular class
resentments can be plausibly displaced onto capitalistic middlemen groups
like Jews or Chinese, as Chua (2004) emphasizes. But ultimately most eth-
nic niches are too useful for upper classes to support their elimination. Thus
Connor (1994: 144-64) and Horowitz (1985: 105—35) suggest that economic
interests are rarely the main cause of ethnic conflict. Chua’s (2004) attempts
to trace genocide and murderous cleansing in Rwanda and Yugoslavia to
market exploitation are rather far-fetched.

Yet this is not true where markets are limited by outright monopolies,
either in highly statist economies or in exclusionary land ownership. A state
dominated by one ethnicity may exclude other ethnic groups from owning
land, getting jobs or obtaining business licenses. Control of the state be-
comes the most significant way to achieve material prosperity, intensifying
ethnonationalists’ drive to achieve their own state. In transitions from Com-
munism and in developing countries, the state may control major industries
and foreign aid, and may distribute their benefits according to ethnicity.
Struggle over such a valuable state may lead to murderous cleansing of the
loser. Land ownership is also inherently monopolistic. Unlike capital or la-
bor, land is finite. Possession excludes others from its use. Possession by one
ethnic group excludes others. In agrarian societies this is life-threatening.
Thus colonial settlement produced especially murderous ethnic conflict over
the possession of land. Seizing the land while requiring no native labor often
brought ethnocide or genocide. Colonial cleansings are uniquely dominated
by direct conflict over economic power resources.

More mundane economic conflict also figures once murderous cleansing
is launched. Victims are stripped of valuables, houses, and clothes, adding
mundane human greed to ethnic ferocity. Yet this requires preconditions. To
benefit from looting our neighbors, we must be militarily stronger than they.
Ideological and political sanctions also normally restrain us from looting our
neighbors. We believe it morally wrong and expect punishment by the law.
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We need to explain why ideological and political restraints crumble. Nor can
greed account for the quickening of cleansing in the 2oth century. Property
and possessions were violently seized in all of history’s wars, punitive raids,
and communal riots. This is a historical constant. In fact, economic seizures
are usually secondary in cleansing, and rarely important in its origins, ap-
pealing disproportionately to low-level perpetrators once the cleansing is
underway.

Provided that groups do identify themselves and their economic interests
in ethnic terms, ethnicity may trump class. But this requires that capitalists,
workers, petty bourgeoisie, landlords, peasants, and others within an ethnic
group come to view themselves as having economic interests in common.
This is not an easy ideological task for ethnonationalists. Ethnicity or nation
has not generally triumphed over class in modern times. Even in my cases,
nationalists had to overcome liberals and socialists arguing that sectoral or
class conflict was the primary material issue.

Military power is socially organized, concentrated lethal violence. This
proves decisive in the later stages of the worst cases of ethnic cleansing.
Armies, police forces, and irregular extrastate paramilitaries are the main
agencies of military power. I will examine their funding, recruitment, and
training. Who has access to guns or military training, and who favors vio-
lence as a way of solving social problems? Are there careers in violence that
socialize people toward murder?

Most 20th-century cases of ethnic cleansing occurred during wars or dur-
ing the chaotic transfer from war to peace (Melson, 1992: chap. 9; Naimark,
2001: 187). Conventional wars may be played according to rules govern-
ing mutual treatment of prisoners and civilians, yet rules have gaps — over
civilian bombing and psychological torture today, and over siege warfare
and living off the countryside in earlier centuries. Ideologically tinged wars
reduce shared rules and may convert civilians into enemies. The Pacific Front
in World War II saw racial atrocities against enemy soldiers and civilians; the
Eastern Front saw atrocities between fascists and communists. Civil wars and
wars of secession with a strong ethnic component are dangerous for ethnic
groups trapped behind enemy lines. The lure toward murderous cleansing
increases when it can be accomplished at low military cost, with little fear
of retaliation (as in my thesis 4b). Military campaigns may generate tactical
lures toward atrocities against civilians that were not originally intended.
Prolonged siege warfare lures the besiegers to sack cities after capture.
Guerrilla warfare lures guerrillas to kill civilians. An army superior in fixed
resources facing a more mobile enemy may attack civilian settlements in
order to force the enemy into more static defense, as General Sherman did
against the Plains Indians. These are all features of military power that may
produce murderous cleansing.

Political power is centralized, territorial regulation of social life. T ar-
gue that violence escalates most over rival claims to political sovereignty
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(cf. Horowitz, 1985; Wimmer, 2002). My theses find support from the quan-
titative data of the Minorities at Risk project. The variables best explaining
ethnopolitical rebellion in the world in the late 1990s were political protest
over the preceding five years, an unstable, divided, but repressive regime,
territorial population concentration, extensive political organization, and
support from foreign sympathizers. All but population concentration are es-
sentially political variables. The results show that economic, cultural, and
political discrimination may lead to ethnic protest but rarely escalates to the
level of rebellion (Gurr, 2000: 234—6)

Political power is inherently territorial, authoritative, and monopolistic.
Ideology is partially private and substantially voluntary, economic life in-
volves market choices, and military power is normally institutionalized and
kept away from our everyday life experiences. But we must submit routinely
to regulation by a state, and we cannot choose which one — except by staying
or leaving. Rival claims to sovereignty are the most difficult to compromise
and the most likely to lead to murderous cleansing. Murderous cleansing is
most likely to result where powerful groups within two ethnic groups aim
at legitimate and achievable rival states “in the name of the people” over
the same territory, and the weaker is aided from outside. It worsens in the
presence of unstable, factionalized party-states. That is the main argument
of this book, and it indicates that in explaining this particularly vicious area
of human behavior, political power relations are ultimately decisive.
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Ethnic Cleansing in Former Times

This chapter suggests that since in premodern states class usually trumped
ethnicity (thesis 2), there was little ethnic cleansing (thesis 1). Though mass
murders are obviously not new to human history, few earlier historical
regimes intended to wipe out or expel whole civilian populations. Con-
querors normally wanted people to rule over; they wanted to subordinate and
enslave them, not remove them. Yet some disagree, declaring that murderous
cleansing is equally ancient and modern, citing the notorious Assyrians or in-
cidents like the Carthaginian destruction of Greek city-states and the Roman
destruction of Numantia and Carthage (Chalk & Jonassohn, 1990; du Preez,
1994: 4—5; Freeman, 1995; Jonasson, 1998: chap. 17). Smith (1997) declares
that “Genocide has existed in all periods of history,” though he distinguishes
different types — conquest, religious, colonial, and modern genocide — in dif-
ferent historical eras.

No age has had a monopoly on mass murder. Earlier ages may have been
far more cruel than our own, more at ease, for example, with public torture
and executions. We moderns prefer indirect, callous killing at a distance. We
bomb from a safe height but are appalled by butchery with axes and swords
(Collins, 1974: 421). In former times treatment of the lower classes, including
common soldiers, was much crueler than it is today. Discipline was harsh and
exemplary, floggings were routine, executions were common. The enemy’s
lower classes were treated even worse. Armies lived off the countryside;
besiegers sacked, looted, and raped their way through a captured city. But
in historic warfare, notes Smith (1997) people were killed for where, not
who they were. Murder is not distinctively modern, but murder in order to
cleanse particular identities is modern.

Even with cleansing, I must qualify this statement. Migrant conquerors
who aim to settle and farm or herd the land themselves have strong eco-
nomic motivations to displace the natives from the land and may engage
in wild deportations, worsening to ethnocide if expelling them results in
starvation. In a few cases this may have amounted to local genocide, as
with some Hun, Mongol, and Anglo-Saxon incursions. If incursions were
by pastoralists into settled land, the native death rate might have been high,
since pastoralists need more extensive lands than farmers. Yet most ancient
mass movements conventionally described as conquests were very different.

34
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The Indo-Europeans (from whose language almost all European languages
are descended) probably spread westward not through conquest at all, but
through a centuries’-long process diffusing advanced neolithic farming. No
one, concludes Renfrew (1992), may have actually moved more than a few
miles. Most supposed conquerors of early history actually rose to power
gradually. Dolukhanov (1994: 374) says that Middle Eastern Semites first
appeared as migrant pastoralists living alongside sedentary agriculturalists.
They adopted much of the agriculturalists’ culture, entering their cities as la-
borers, mercenaries, and merchants. Eventually, they rose up and conquered
them. Later they founded great empires — Akkadian, Hittite, and so on —
ruling over, not eliminating, the agriculturalists.

We know most about more recent invaders, like the barbarians conquer-
ing the Roman Empire. The Visigothic conquerors of the Garonne Valley
in southern France may have been typical. They constituted only one-sixth
of the native population of the valley. Brown (1996: §7-62) says they were
not perceived as “invaders from outer space” but as known neighbors, often
previously engaged in defending the empire from other invaders. They re-
cruited Roman renegades, poor people seeking to better themselves through
violence. Except “for the occasional, chilling grand raid” (like Attila the
Hun’s), which might be quite devastating, they would set about “spoiling
the meadows, cutting up the countryside and ruining the olive groves” as a
way of forcing submission. Resisters were cut down, women were raped, and
further deaths came from malnutrition and disease. The “aim was to inflict
just enough damage to persuade the local leaders to think twice about offer-
ing further resistance: they would pay tribute or open their gates to a new
overlord.” The Goths didn’t want to cleanse civilized peoples, they wanted
to be civilized. King Theodoric, the Ostrogoth, summed it up: “An effective
Goth wants to be like a Roman; only a poor Roman would want to be a
Goth.” He was describing lateral assimilation, confined within comparable
social classes of the two peoples. Upper-class Goths become Romans; some
lower-class Romans had become Goths. Mongols and Chinese did the same
during weaker periods of the Chinese Empire. These barbarians practiced ex-
emplary repression followed by partial class assimilation, not cleansing. This
was probably the most common pattern where barbarians conquered more
civilized peoples. And as they conquered, they assimilated more peoples into
their culture and identity. By the time the heirs of Ghenghis Khan reached
the Middle East, the conquering “Mongol” armies were mostly composed of
Turkic soldiers picked up along the way. The ensuing Khanate was ethnically
extremely mixed — and converted to Islam.

Since civilization was all about avoiding labor (it still is), barbarians
wanted people to rule over, do the work, and create the surplus. If they
killed them, they would have to do the labor themselves. At the extreme,
they might kill or deport entire troublesome elites or defiant cities or local
populations. Cities put to the sword might result in thousands of deaths,
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as in Numantia and the two Greek city-states mentioned earlier. They were
made an example of. But conquerors assimilated elites who did submit. Since
most empires and barbarians conquered their near neighbors, they did not
regard them as aliens. The ferocity of ancient conquerors was intended to
send an exemplary signal to other cities and regions to surrender; it did not
commence more systematic elimination.

Most historic cities were very cosmopolitan, containing ethnic and reli-
gious tensions leading to riots. At the worst this might escalate to pogroms;
wild, short-lived violence directed at a minority might also result from com-
munal tensions and rulers’ divide-and-rule strategies. Nero’s scapegoating of
Christians for the great fire of Rome and attacks on Jews in the European
Middle Ages are obvious examples. Warfare occasionally strayed, as it still
does, into ethnocide. Laying waste territory, burning crops and homes, and
killing animals result in mass civilian deaths, callously regarded as an accept-
able cost. Anger, revenge, panic, drunkenness, or paranoia shown by some
rulers (Attila, Timur, or Ivan the Terrible seem obvious examples) might in-
tensify the horrors. The extreme cases were deplored at the time. It is not
true, as Smith (1997: 232) suggests, that such acts have produced “a sense
of moral horror” only in modern times.

Rome had struggled for a century against Carthage. By the time Rome
was getting the upper hand, feelings of revenge were strong. The policy of
Delenda est Carthago — Carthage must be destroyed — was accomplished.
It was razed to the ground, which was then supposedly salted to prevent
crops ever growing there (probably apocryphal, given the amount of salt
that would have been required). Mass Carthaginian deaths resulted. How-
ever, this treatment was exceptional, for the Roman conquerors tolerated
Punic culture. It survived in Spain for at least three centuries and in North
Africa and Sardinia for five centuries, to near the end of the Roman Empire.
The Punic upper classes were almost immediately allowed some political
autonomy and they began to assimilate, followed later by the lower classes
(Lopez Castro, 1995: 157-9, 210-19).

ETHNICITY IN EARLIER HISTORY

The overall explanation is not hard to find. As Ernest Gellner (1983) and
I (1986) noted, most large states of history were the private possession of
upper-class elites, whose cultures differed from the cultures of the masses.
In Giddens’s term, these were class-divided societies. Ethnic groups existed,
but in large societies the elite of one or two of them ruled over the others.
Thus mass cleansing of one people by or in the name of another was uncom-
mon. This is more of a hazard of societies where whole peoples share the
same collective identities and political claims. Whole peoples arose in two
stages. The first came with the emergence of salvation religions preaching
that people of all classes and regions had the same soul and the same capacity
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for salvation. This democratized the sacred but not the secular realm of so-
ciety. Full macro-ethnicity emerged in the second phase, with aspirations
for secular democracy, and with it the potential for serious ethnic cleansing.
That mainly pins it down to modernity.

A sense of ethnicity has been very widespread in human history. The basic
building blocks of all societies are locality and kinship, and if such ties remain
intact over the generations, they generate a shared sense of ethnic community.
Many of the clan and tribal groups studied by anthropologists were such
tiny micro-ethnicities. Under the right conditions they might expand to form
a smallish people. Larger states in early history were typically composed
of many of these smallish ethnic groups. But were the larger units macro-
ethnicities? Did the Akkadians, the Hittites, or the Assyrians share a sense
of common identity transcending region and class?

Dolukhanov (1994) has summarized what archeologists know of ethnic-
ity in the earliest Middle Eastern civilizations. The Neolithic revolution of
around 8ooo BC brought large and loose “sociocultural networks” of in-
teraction connecting many small groups. There was little cultural closure
or collective awareness amounting to ethnicity. Only with the emergence
of smaller, tighter chiefdoms around 4000-3000 BC did some ethnic self-
consciousness emerge. But when these chiefdoms became swallowed up by
larger literate civilizations, ethnic boundaries weakened. The ruling elite,
priestdom, and merchants might belong to distinct ethnic minorities, alien to
the bulk of each local agricultural population. This was so of the Akkadian,
Hittite, Assyrian, and Urartuan Empires, which were held together by mili-
tary power — not by shared culture, still less by ethnic solidarity. Indeed, since
most of the conquerors throughout the region spoke Semitic languages, the
written form of one of them, Akkadian, became the lingua franca of elites
across the entire Middle East, though it was not spoken by the masses any-
where. This was not an era in which ethnicity cemented states.

Social and geographic distance were obviously crucial: how far down and
across could a shared sense of ethnic identity spread? The smaller the geo-
graphical space and the denser and more egalitarian the population within
it, the easier the communication and the more likely a common ethnic sense.
Let us consider the infrastructures of the four sources of social power.

1. Ideological power was transmitted mainly through language, literacy,
and religion. The common folk of large-scale premodern societies did not
speak the same common language, and they were illiterate. Elites might speak
and write one or two common official languages, which were not usually
native vernaculars. Greek, Latin, and Persian were, like Akkadian, unrelated
to most of the empire’s spoken languages.

Ancient religions varied. Some were class-bound. In Mesopotamia reli-
gious rituals were conducted in private for the benefit of elites in palaces and
temples from which the common people were barred. Syncretic religions ab-
sorbed diverse local religions into a loose pantheon of gods at the official
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level. Tt is doubtful that much integration occurred at the popular level,
though some cults might diffuse quite widely. Rulers tended to be tolerant of
popular and local religions. When Alexander the Great arrived in Memphis,
political expediency required that he pay homage to the Egyptian gods. In
return, he was accepted as the new pharaoh. The Roman Emperor Augustus
was supposedly disgusted at Egyptian sacrifices of animals, but there are ste-
lae showing him performing sacrifices. As long as groups respected the offi-
cial deities, they could follow whatever religion they liked. Since Christians
would not do such obeisance, they were persecuted. Tolerance or syncretism
was general across most empires before the rise of monotheistic salvation
religions, while Islam remained quite tolerant and Hinduism syncretic. Reli-
gions reinforced multi-ethnicity, not macro-ethnicity. Some religious cultures
even spanned multiple states, as in Sumer and Greece, and gave a sense of
being ethnically Greek or Sumerian to people of most classes (perhaps not to
slaves). But this was not very politically relevant. The city-states spent much
time fighting each other, and the Greeks united against Persia only when they
faced potential Persian hegemony. Otherwise, they were as likely to ally with
as against Persia.

Were there no protonational religions in which religion might help cement
a macro-ethnic identity? Judaism is usually identified as the main example.
Yahweh did indeed become the god of all the Jews. His worship became
the core of the Jewish sense of ethnic identity and of Jewish longings for
political freedom. But archeologists and linguists believe this occurred much
later than the biblical tradition asserts, after the collapse of the state of Israel
and partly because the Persian rulers encouraged subject peoples to develop
stable collective identities. Even then, it applied only to Palestine, one part of
the land of Israel (Thompson, 1992: 422). Under the Romans the Jews did
constitute an ethnic problem, having become unusually cohesive, resistant,
and persecuted. The Armenians constituted a similar case in later history.
But I doubt that there were many cases.

2. Economic power was also important. Most early subsistence economies
were small-scale, integrating villages and manorial estates within walking
distance. The rich could ride over longer distances; those near navigable wa-
ter could take goods much further. Traders carried high-value goods over
vast distances, but the bulk of the population had local economic horizons.
Cities, especially capital cities, sent out denser networks into their hinter-
lands. Irrigation, especially systematic hydraulic economies, provided this
for some large rural areas. Capitals and their hinterlands, unusual ecologies,
highly effective imperial regimes, and close relations between merchants, ar-
tisans, and rulers might generate some integration, though merchants were
usually cosmopolitan and transnational in their culture. Early modern Euro-
pean countries saw a stirring of national consciousness in the home counties
surrounding the capital city — around London and Paris, for example. But
across premodern societies we find few highly integrated economies capable
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of generating macro-ethnic solidarities. In economic terms, these were class-
divided societies.

3. Military power created most of the large states of history. Military
service was where ordinary families most felt the weight of the state and
where they might commit loyalty to the state. Yet most armies were formed
from warrior castes or feudal levies, their allegiance more to their caste
or lord than to the state, still less to the nation. Conscription might offer
more macro-ethnic cement, especially where citizen-soldiers were the norm,
though these usually had to be rich enough to provide their own weapons,
armor, and horses. The Assyrian Empire was founded upon highly trained
infantrymen recruited from peasants in the heartland of the empire. They
probably shared some of the martial culture of their rulers and the spoils
of war, generating a sense of being Assyrian across the classes. The empire
would then resemble an ethnocracy, the rule of one ethnic group over diverse
populations. Rome had something of this in its earlier republican days. But
as Assyria and Rome expanded and became fully imperial, their armies were
recruited from all the ethnic groups of the empire. It does not seem that their
loyalty to the empire became an ethnic identity.

4. Political power is the final factor. Monarchies dominated, generating
ins” and “outs” at court and in assemblies, usually organized by region,
detracting from macro-ethnicity across the realm. The Roman Senate consti-
tuted a partial and the Greek polis a major exception, an intense mobilizer
of collective commitment among the citizenry of the individual city-state.
In confederations of city-states, like those of Greece, Sumer, and Phoenicia,
political infrastructures undercut potential ethnic identities by providing in-
tenser local identities.

State administrations did seek to partially homogenize some of their sub-
jects. The Chinese bureaucracy was renowned as an integrating device,
though it was class-bound, bringing only the provincial gentry into an impe-
rial Han identity. The extraordinary longevity and core territorial continu-
ity of Chinese empires probably made them exceptional. After centuries of
Chinese rule, ordinary peasants seem to have also considered themselves
Chinese. Like many other conquerors, Greek and Roman elites often en-
forced intermarriages with conquered elites and carried off elite children to
the capital and court for an education in Greek or Roman language and cul-
ture. Through such policies it is generally said that within a century of Roman
rule it became impossible to tell the original ethnic identity of elites, especially
among the less civilized conquered peoples. Roman soldiers were also mar-
ried off to conquered women and settled in frontier areas. The disappearance
of native elites was accompanied by Roman road building, urbanization, a
degree of statist economic integration, and standardized military service and
taxation. Thus a sense of being Roman spread quite widely among the pop-
ulation. From 212 AD citizenship became universal, though denuded of real
content through the concomitant widening of class differences. Rulers and

13
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ruled were never part of the same ethnic community. As in almost all empires,
this was a lateral, aristocratic culture.

THE ASSYRIAN CASE

Scholars who say that genocide was also found in the ancient world invari-
ably point to the Assyrians. Smith (1997: 224) claims that “Assyria engaged
in genocide almost annually” (cf. Bell-Fialkoff, 1996: 7; Rummel, 1994: 11),
which makes us wonder how they could have had any subjects at all. Actually,
the Assyrians made the mistake of mistreating the Jews, whose chronicles
became sacred texts of the world’s biggest religions. The books of Isaiah
and Kings detail their atrocities, and their own bas-reliefs and inscriptions
seem to confirm them. The successor Babylonian and Persian regimes were
milder.

But in conquering and then in dealing with rebellions, the Assyrians be-
haved like other conquerors, if more systematically. Where a state submitted
voluntarily at the prospect of having to face the Assyrian army, they were
subjected to vassalage, indirect Assyrian rule. They retained political auton-
omy, usually under the same native ruler, but paid tribute. The people became
one more among many within this multiethnic empire. If vassals rebelled but
then submitted quickly, the ruler and his close allies might be killed, replaced
with another local, and the level of tribute upped. The fiercer the resistance,
the worse the repression. Sustained warfare or rebellion could result in the
elimination of the whole ruling clan and the imposition of direct rule, incor-
porating the vassal state as a province within the Assyrian Empire proper.
Most incorporated peoples nevertheless survived culturally for a long time.
Persistent rebellions or arduous sieges would occasion exemplary repression
amounting at the worst to politicide followed by deportations.

A five-year Babylonian rebellion culminated in a 15-month siege that ended
in 689 BC when Sennacherib’s Assyrian Army stormed Babylon. The streets
were filled with corpses, the survivors were deported, the city was reduced to
ruins. In other Babylonian cities, some leading rebels were tortured and killed
by skinning them alive and cutting away their flesh. There was much looting
and burning of crops, causing famine deaths. Motives of revenge figured, for
Sennacherib had lost his son to Babylonian treachery. But such savagery was
also realpolitik - to terrify and deter others. It worked. There were no more
rebellions in Babylonian lands until 652, when some deportations were then
considered sufficient punishment for the next rebellion, as they were after the
next one in 627. On such occasions, the Assyrians also set up bas-reliefs and
inscriptions publicly declaring the level of repression used and the reason for
its use, proving the exemplary intent of their actions.

The Jewish King Hezekiah famously realized he had made a big mistake
in joining one rebellion. His co-rebels had deserted him to make a deal with
Sennacherib. Now isolated in Jerusalem, Hezekiah watched the Assyrian
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armies seize his other cities and arrive at the city gates. The Assyrian com-
mander offered the Jews a choice, in Hebrew so that the defenders could
understand: continue fighting and die or turn against Hezekiah:

Hearken not to Hezekiah: for thus saith the king of Assyria, Make an agreement
with me by a present, and come out to me, and then eat ye every man of his own
vine and every one of his fig tree, and drink ye every one the waters of his cistern;
Until I come and take you away to a land like your own land, a land of corn and
wine, a land of bread and vineyards, a land of olive oil and of honey, that ye may
live and not die. (I Kings 18: 31-2)

He was offering them the traditional Assyrian choice for rebels: death or
policed deportation.

The Assyrians specialized in deportations. Probably over a million people
were deported altogether. Yet these involved relatively few deaths, unlike
most modern deportations discussed in this book — from the Cherokee “vale
of tears,” to Chechens deported by the last tsars and Stalin, to the Jewish
death marches of 1945. Assyrian bas-reliefs show soldiers driving on the de-
portees, but Assyrian officials along the route had to feed and house them.
At their destination they were settled in family groups on farms or in urban
occupations suitable to their skills, mostly with the same free or semifree
statuses as the locals. The policy was instrumentally rational. Deportations
eliminated troublesome states, not peoples. Elites and soldiers might be killed
or enslaved, and the images and statues of the rebels’ gods were smashed to
destroy the ideology of their state. But people were valuable resources, and
deportations helped rebuild Assyria. Constant warfare drained the popula-
tion, especially in the main areas of fighting and recruitment. Preference was
shown for deportees with economic skills to replenish skilled manpower. In
time they might assimilate into the local population, but as Oded (1979: 86)
says:

the Assyrian attitude to a person was based first and foremost on his political affil-
iation and the territory he lived in, and not on his ethnic-national identity, and that
territorial unity rather than national purity determined the attitude of the Assyrian
kings to conquered population.

Contrary to reputation, even the most militaristic ancient empire did not
pursue ethnic cleansing (Becking, 1992: 61-93; Frame, 1992; Gallagher,
1999; Grayson, 1982; Yamada, 2000).

I have argued that macro-ethnicity and ethnic cleansing were rare in an-
cient times. Larger societies were ruled through class-bound lateral aristo-
cratic assimilation. Conquered elites were assimilated into the cultural iden-
tity of the new rulers so that macro-ethnic identities were limited by class.
There was massive violence, but it was almost never directed at cleansing
whole peoples.
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THE SALVATION RELIGIONS: NATIONS OF THE SOUL
(BUT NOT OF THE BODY)

This situation began to change with the emergence of salvation religions
promising membership in the same religious community to all classes and
regions. Monotheism tightened this: everyone had to worship the same God
through similar rituals. States became “defender of the faith,” “his most
Catholic majesty,” and so on. Christ preached salvation for all and suppos-
edly favored the poor and oppressed over the rich and the rulers. Of course,
churches and states subverted this message even in regard to souls, and in
the secular realm there was no equality. States belonged not to the people,
but to princes and aristocrats. Souls but not bodies were democratized and
so could be ethnicized. Islam was more internally differentiated and more
tolerant. In Hinduism class, status, and ethnic groups became subcastes, for
the religion was syncretic, admitting local deities into the pantheon. Like
Buddhism it preserved distance between the sacred and the secular, religion
and the state. Christianity became the least tolerant of the world’s salvation
religions (Moore, 2000). It practiced more religious cleansing, killing people
because of who rather than where they were (Smith, 1997: 233).

Yet the main minorities targeted for cleansing were not ethnic groups
but Christian heretics, Muslims, lepers, and Jews. These were sometimes
denounced for the impurity they supposedly presented to the body politic.
Muslims were sometimes caricatured as dogs and wolves; Jews were depicted
as pigs and as sacrificing Christian children. Most heresies had a regional
base and, with some stretching of the term, might be considered ethnic. Yet
all the targets could convert.

The Albigensians of southern France adopted the Cathar heresy in the
late 12th and early 13th centuries. Regional and urban resentments were im-
portant. They were excommunicated, removed from the moral universe of
obligations, and suppressed. When their stronghold of Beziers was stormed,
chroniclers say that most of its 8,000 inhabitants were slaughtered — men,
women, and children. After another stronghold was taken, chroniclers said
that its lord and 400 knights were massacred. In a third case, the castle’s
chatelaine was stripped, humiliated, thrown down a hole, and buried alive.
Most scholars believe the chroniclers exaggerated, but the atrocities espe-
cially shocked them since they breached the class-conscious rules of medieval
warfare. Lords, knights, and a great lady were murdered. “Such a thing had
never happened before,” declared one. But, actually, most of the Cathar reli-
gious elite, the perfecti, were given a choice: confess or die. If they genuinely
confessed their sin of heresy, they were forgiven; if not, they were burned at
the stake (Barber, 2000; O’Shea, 2001). This was bad news for them but it
was not genocide (as Smith, 1997: 231, and Jonassohn, 1998: 51, claim).
It was callous warfare and forced conversion. Religion was viewed as belief.
Change your beliefs and you were saved.
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Though Jews were killed in pogroms, far more were forcibly converted,
and far more converted “voluntarily” out of fear. Some states, usually under
popular or church pressure, expelled the Jews during the late medieval pe-
riod; this amounted to religious cleansing by forced deportation. This might
indicate a belief that Jews could not be reformed, that their identity lay be-
yond mere belief — though also that they should not be killed. But though
religion was the primary motive, Jews were also attacked for supposed eco-
nomic extortion. Prohibited from owning land, most successful Jews were
traders, entrepreneurs, and bankers, resented by most social classes. But the
major persecutions occurred when Jews became caught up in broader po-
litical struggles (just as in the 2o0th century) like crusades against heresies
and Muslims and in phases of resistance to tax gatherers and creditors. Both
associations had a minimal level of plausibility. Jews had emigrated from the
Muslim empires and had good relations with Islam. Jewish financiers were
used by states for loans and tax extraction (Nirenberg, 1996; Roth, 1995:
chaps. 2, 3).

This amounted to a “democratization of the soul” and obviously affected
macro-ethnic identities. Salvation religions were religions of the book, en-
couraging mass literacy in vernacular languages, which boosted the sharing
of culture across the classes and regions of each European state. This differed
from Islam, since neither the Arabic nor Turkic languages that carried Islam
were confined within states. Hastings (1997) claims this brought a sense of
an English national identity in the late 14th century. He notes that by then
a single native vernacular language dominated all but peripheral areas; and
sufficient copies of the Bible had been translated into English to ensure that
the Catholic religion was effectively Anglicized. This religious core of En-
glishness was reinforced by common customary law, a uniform borough and
shire administration, royal domination of the Catholic Church, and emerg-
ing literate middling classes (like the pilgrims in Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales).
There were even negative views of foreigners. Hastings says Englishness was
fully institutionalized in the 16th century, as Henry VIII achieved national re-
ligious independence, and nationalism was fully expressed in Shakespeare’s
history plays. Hastings believes England was the first nation in Europe, fol-
lowed by Holland in the late 16th and early 17th centuries and France in
the late 18th century (cf. Greenfeld, 1992, for a variant view of the early
emergence of English nationalism).

But this neglects class divisions. Only 30 to 40 percent of the popula-
tion was literate. Indeed, Peter Burke believes widening literacy widened the
cultural divide. Medieval classes, he says, had shared in a popular culture
consisting of festivals, carnivals, street theater, bear baiting, witch burning,
ballads, drinking songs, and the like. Elites had joined in but also preserved
the privacy of their own culture from the masses, whom they regarded with
contempt as the “many-headed monster” and “the unstable fickle rabble.”
Guicciardini in The Book of the Courtier wrote, “to speak of the people is
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really to speak of a mad beast” (Burke, 1978: 27). But Burke says that writ-
ten religion widened the cultural gulf between classes. Religion became more
dogma-driven, more esoteric, more removed from popular rituals. This, he
says, led gradually to the withdrawal of elites from the popular culture in
which they had earlier participated. So it is doubtful whether English eth-
nicity was trumping class.

Gorski (2000) makes a stronger case for the 16th- and 17th-century
Netherlands, claiming that all the elements of post-French Revolution na-
tionalism were already present there. He identifies two nationalist myths.
One saw the Dutch as a biblical chosen people, a new Israel, elected by God
to defend the true faith; the other identified the Dutch as descendants of
the ancient Batavian people resisting imperial tyranny. Then people, nation,
sovereignty, and state became fused. Gorski believes the flood of national-
ist pamphlets was by now so strong (among a people 8o percent literate)
that almost all the Dutch must have been exposed to the myths. His ac-
count is plausible because of regional geopolitics. The Dutch embraced
Lutheranism and especially Calvinism, with its leveling view of salvation
and its emphasis on reading the Bible. But this exposed the Dutch to attacks
from their powerful Catholic Spanish and Austrian overlords. Dutch elites
needed to mobilize the people if they were to have any hope of victory, while
the people needed the military and political organization of the elites. Equal-
ity of the soul cemented a cross-class national liberation struggle, perhaps
the first one of modern times. As Gorski notes, English moves in a simi-
lar direction were aborted by the outbreak of the religious Civil War. The
English defended themselves not against foreigners but each other. So reli-
gion weakened their sense of common national identity until the 18th cen-
tury. Only when Protestantism solidified into one predominant orthodoxy
could it nourish English/ British nationalism (Colley, 1992).

Hastings and Gorski are correct in arguing that modernist theories of the
nation have seen too uniform and too late a move to nationalism. Political
continuity, geopolitics, and social and geographic distance all made a differ-
ence. England and, to a lesser extent, Scotland had long existed as kingdoms
with essentially the same borders under a fairly stable succession of kings.
The two kingdoms were intermittently fighting each other, reinforcing their
sense of distinctiveness from each other. The lowland core of Scotland was
small, the southeastern and midland core of England not much bigger. The
Dutch Republic was also small. For their middling classes to feel some basic
identity with lords, clerics, and the land when under attack from outside,
and for the combination to be called a sovereign people, was not implausible
during the 16th and 17th centuries. Yet politics lagged. Princes rejected the
notion that the middle classes might participate actively in the political com-
munity. The king in council ruled — sometimes with a parliament composed
of the aristocracy, gentry, high churchmen, and merchant burgesses. These
were gradual downward extensions of lateral aristocratic assimilation within
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the geographic cores of smaller European states. By the 16th century some
might be considered national states, states making national appeals to their
geographic and social cores. But they were not nation-states, and the bigger
states remained aggregations through conquest or dynastic inheritance of
territories with divergent traditions. French, Austrian, Spanish, and Russian
elites faced two ways, into the dynastic center of the realm and into their
own distinct historic province. Neither loyalty was national.

So over these centuries ethnic cleansing remained rare, unlike religious
cleansing. Elites were still being assimilated, masses ignored — except when
either strayed from religious orthodoxy. Yet in religious frontier zones pro-
tonational tinges appeared earlier. Armstrong (1982: chap. 2) sees the Islam—
Christendom frontier as the main place where “nations existed before na-
tionalism.” Shallower fault lines also lay between the Western and Eastern
and the Catholic and Protestant Christian Churches. Here cleansing went
further. It appeared first in Spain

RELIGIOUS FRONTIER CLEANSING: SPAIN, GERMANY, IRELAND

The Iberian Peninsula had been uniquely multireligious in medieval Western
Europe. All but a small northern enclave of the peninsula had been con-
quered by Islam in the 8th and 9th centuries, but the Islamic rulers tolerated
religious minorities if they remained obedient and encouraged Jewish im-
migrants. There may have been more Jews in Spain than in the whole of
the rest of Christian Europe. Then the Christian reconquista of the penin-
sula absorbed many Muslims (Moors) and Jews. In the Christian kingdom of
Valencia, Moors remained a large majority. There were intermittent pogroms
against Jews, and Moors were sometimes persecuted as fifth columnists at
times of war against Islamic states. Yet the overall pattern was conviven-
cia, “living together,” marred by some institutional coercion embodying dis-
crimination, language and cultural suppression, and intermittent pressure to
convert. Even the conversos remained somewhat distinct, and they acquired
considerable wealth and power. Many others remained Muslim or Jewish,
directly protected and legally controlled by the monarch. In return, they paid
him higher taxes.

In the late 15th century Spain moved toward unification. The crowns of
Aragon and Castile, Ferdinand and Isabella, were joined in 1479. Yet their
reign did not go smoothly. Ottoman Turkish pressure on Christian states
of the Mediterranean was increasing, Spanish nobles resisted the monarchs,
and all power actors struggled over access to the spoils of the new king-
dom. One axis of conflict involved “old Christians” jealous of the power
and wealth of the conversos. Roth (1995) sees a growing alliance against the
conversos between old Christian aristocrats, lesser knights, and churchmen.
The process of unification had increased the power of Spanish churchmen
and lessened papal control. Catholicism expressed both Spanish unity and
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its means of defense. In 1481 the powers of the Inquisition of Aragon were
extended to the whole kingdom in a bid to enhance doctrinal purity. Amid
such factionalism, the monarchs launched their war against the last Moorish
realm, Granada. It proved unexpectedly long, costly, and bitter, exacerbating
tensions within the elite as well as hostility to Moors and other minorities.
When Malaga was taken in 1487 after terrible fighting, the treatment of
its Moorish population was unusually harsh, combining slaughter with en-
slavement.

Over the same period the Inquisition was intensifying. Over 9o percent of
its investigations were directed at detecting heresy among the conversos. In
1491 its procedures were made public, and show trials became propaganda
for church and state against heretics. It remains unclear whether evidence
produced by the Inquisition against the conversos was real or not. But there
were many convictions for the secret practice of Jewish rituals by conver-
sos, for conspiracies between Jews and conversos, and of Jewish prophets
preaching that the Messiah had come —and was the sultan! During the 1480s
somewhere over 1,000 conversos were executed. Beset by the costs of war, the
state also had an economic motive — expropriate the property of the guilty.
Conversos who were already dead were posthumously condemned so that
their property could be seized. The Inquisition also claimed that the remain-
ing Jewish communities constituted an impurity in the realm, infecting the
conversos, encouraging their backsliding. From 1483 Jewish communities
in Jerez, Seville, and Zaragoza were charged with infecting their neighbors.
These Jews were dispersed across Spain. In 1490 and 1491 there were scat-
tered attacks on Jews led by young men drawn from the lesser nobility, the
caballeros.

In January 1492 Granada finally surrendered and Spain became one and
Catholic. On March 31, 1492, just after Columbus landed in the Americas,
Ferdinand and Isabella issued an edict ordering all Jews to leave Spain within
four months. This was so incongruent with most of their previous actions that
it has never been easy to explain. It was not much premeditated. Jews wrote
of a Catholic triumphalism surrounding the completion of the reconquista.
Torquemada, the head of the Inquisition, aided by the religious military
orders, was mounting pressure on the monarchs. The orders had for centuries
spearheaded the struggle against Islam and had been prominent in Crusader
atrocities. Some factions at court felt that a more Catholic and militant state
was now possible. The monarchs seem to have been bowing to pressures
rather than implementing their own policies.

The edict aimed not at forcing Jews out, but at forcing them to convert.
It was expected that most would convert. If they stayed, they could still be
milked for taxes. If they converted, the assimilation of conversos would no
longer be undermined by the existence of separate Jewish communities. In the
words of the edict, no longer would Jews “pervert faithful Christians from
the holy Catholic faith.” The monarchs said that local expulsions had failed
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to stop the “evils and harm which come to the Christians from participating
with and conversation with the said Jews.” There was no popular pressure
or violence: this was the work of elites, not masses. Even among elites there
was much dissent. Few emigrants lost their property, for they could sell it,
and the traditional prohibition against Spaniards taking gold or silver out of
the country was ignored in practice. Probably no more than ro,000 out of a
total Spanish Jewish population of 80,000 left in the next two years. Most
moved only to neighboring Portugal, from which they could still supervise
their affairs. When Portugal enforced its own mass conversion of Jews in
1497, some Spanish Jews returned to Spain and formally converted there
(Kamen, 1993a: 44; Roth, 1995: 285, 303—7). This was severe cleansing by
a mixture of institutional assimilation and policed deportations.

Yet an Inquisition allowed to roam freely across the country could not
be easily reined in. Escalation was erratic but cumulative. Jews, conversos
and Moors alike, felt under pressure in the 1490s. Some resisted violently,
causing further retaliation. Ineffective Moorish rebellions in Granada and
Valencia led to forcible conversions and deportations from Spain. The Span-
ish policy spread to other Mediterranean states and increased the tension
over the whole region. The Western Mediterranean constituted the threat-
ened borders of Christendom. Islamic pressure from outside put pressure
on all non-Christians within. Over the next two decades the emigration
of Spanish Jews increased, eventually totaling somewhere between 40,000
and 100,000 (scholars agree neither about the number of the Jewish pop-
ulation nor about the number leaving). There was also emigration from
Portugal, Provenge, and several Italian states. Most went east into the
more tolerant Ottoman Empire. Many conversos were also emigrating, re-
settling right across Christendom, where they could be more anonymous.
In 1502 the full policy was also applied to Moors still in Spain: leave or
convert.

There were novel ethnic overtones. Even before 1492 Catholic extremists
had been responding to the difficulties of proving heresy by advocating the
simpler proof, blood - limpieza de sangre, “blood cleansing.” Since tainted
“Semite” blood might infect good Christians, all Jews should be expelled.
This was true modern anti-Semitism, equating religion with race, rarely ex-
pressed in prior European history. Anyone of Jewish or Moorish ancestry
should be forced out of Spain. Though this incurred much opposition and
never became royal policy, private corporations did bar entry of those of
impure blood to military and religious orders, and some cathedrals, univer-
sities, and guilds. Alongside this escalation occurred another. In 1576 the
Inquisition expanded its activities by acquiring long-desired powers over
converted Moors, the Moriscos. In royal edicts of 1609-10 all remaining
Moriscos were expelled. Perhaps 300,000 of them suffered forcible depor-
tation. There was armed but unavailing resistance in Valencia in which per-
haps 10,000 Moriscos died. Spain was cleansed (my sources for this section
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are Dominguez Ortiz & Vincent, 1994; Edwards, 1999; Friedman, 1994;
Kamen, 1993a, 1993b; Kriegel, 1994; Monter, 1994; Roth, 1995).

Ferdinand, Isabella, and their successors were no fanatics. Whatever their
desire to pose as defenders of the faith, they were pragmatic politicians whose
main focus was not on their Jewish or Moorish subjects. They yielded to
pressures from important people for religious cleansing, probably because
they found the fifth column argument sufficiently plausible to want to err
on the side of security. So ended centuries of imperfect religious toleration
in Spain. In the process, religious cleansing acquired national and even some
racial overtones. Though many Spaniards had mixed blood (Ferdinand him-
self had Jewish blood on both sides of his family), a court faction argued
successfully that new Jewish and Moorish converts could not be trusted.
This was no holocaust, since the only deaths were incurred after rigorous (if
often dubious) trials or during armed resistance. But it was total religious
cleansing, becoming more ethnic as it proceeded. Within Europe it was ex-
ceptional. It did not reflect the dark side of democracy, as I shall argue were
later cleansings. Spain was actually moving in the opposite direction, toward
absolute monarchy, though the main cleansers were not the monarchs. But
the notion that state and people should be unified in a single national creed
was new, anticipating the Treaty of Westphalia by a century. In both ethnic
and national senses, the expulsion of Jews and Moors was a unique bridge
to modernity.

But in the early 16th century Western Christendom split apart. In France,
Germany, and Ireland religious civil war resulted. The Thirty Years War of
1618—48 ravaged Germany and Bohemia. The Holy Roman Empire’s popula-
tion declined by 3—4 million, that is, by 15 to 20 percent (Parker, 1984; Rabb,
1964). Many more civilians than soldiers died, most from malnutrition and
disease caused by callous warfare. There was a military tactical lure toward
atrocities. Since states could not finance the scale of warfare required, the
armies lived off the countryside under the principle that “war sustains war.”
The soldiers devastated crops, homes, villages, and small towns. They killed
civilian men and raped women. Their callousness was helped by religious
slurs. Protestants accused Catholics of idolatrous, “backward” “supersti-
tion” “in the work of the Devil”; Catholics saw Protestants as “bewitched”
by heresy, practicing child murder, cannibalism, and promiscuous sex (Burke,
1978: 168—9). There was much forced conversion. When Protestant Bohemia
was recaptured by the Catholic forces, the area was forcibly re-Catholicized,
with 150,000 Protestants fleeing elsewhere. Many of the male refugees signed
up as soldiers, impoverished and embittered. Class differences were muting:
persons of all rank might be killed.

The worst atrocity was at Magdeburg, a Protestant stronghold city. When
it was stormed by Catholic forces in 1631, perhaps 30,000 men, women, and
children were put to the sword or died in fires set by the Catholic forces. The
city remained depopulated for years. This was not entirely due to religious
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fanaticism. Sacking a town that resisted was within the conventional rules
of war — which in such a class-bound period were drawn up with utter
disregard for the lives of lower- and middle-class people. It was normal
retaliation, and looting was the normal way to reward the soldiers. In long
sieges like that of Magdeburg, the besiegers often suffered more privations
in their trenches than the besieged did in their city. They wanted revenge and
loot. Yet Magdeburg still shocked Europe; it was denounced in pamphlets
and sermons, Catholic as well as Protestant, as wild and un-Christian. Such
atrocities were rarely premeditated. Forced conversion or deportation were
the worst premeditated policies in the wars of religion, though tactical lures
produced worse. This was not ethnic but religious cleansing, and it was not
premeditated, since conversion was considered the best solution.

The Thirty Years War was fought between multistate alliances with mul-
tiethnic armies. But it ended in a national solution. The 1648 Treaty of
Westphalia stated Cuius regio, eius religio: the religion of the prince was
to be the religion of his realm, and the prince could enforce it. No foreign
state should now come to the aid of minorities. But with state power over
religion now institutionalized, cleansing would be mainly through institu-
tions, not weapons. A few martyrs were burned, a few sects scattered, but
most converted or swore loyalty and accepted the institutional coercion of
second-class citizenship. Most Protestant churches were now state-regulated
as protonational churches. Though Catholicism was still a transnational
faith, its states were now also bending the local church to their purposes.
Cleansing was shifting from a religious to a national base, because the soul
was becoming partly nationalized. Spain had been first, but then Western
Europe had followed, and Eastern Europe saw divergence between the var-
ious national branches of the Orthodox Church.

However, religious cleansing might entwine with ethnic and national senti-
ments on the borders of European civilization, where more primitive peoples
were detected. This was true in Lithuania in the east and in Ireland on the
western frontier. I focus on the Irish case. Here religion reinforced the English
state’s attempt to subdue a country it regarded as backward and barbarous.
The Gaelic Irish, especially in the west, lived in more impoverished condi-
tions, were less literate, and used simpler (more savage) methods of warfare.
The English could plausibly define the Irish as less civilized, as they also did
Scottish Highlanders of the period.

Most of Ireland had been ruled by Anglo-Norman/English lords since
1250. But the settlers were few and the lords sought freedom from the
English Crown. Many went native, and the Irish language revived. The
Crown countered with coerced assimilation. The Statute of Kilkenny (1366)
banned the Irish language, Irish surnames, and Irish sports. More settlers
caused a direct confrontation over land (as in the colonies discussed in Chap-
ter 4), and some Irish were deported to the west of the island. Yet English
settlers were still few and many of them assimilated, speaking Gaelic and
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becoming known as the Old English, that is, formerly English. In the 16th
century England and Scotland went Protestant, but the Gaelic Irish and most
of the Old English settlers remained Catholic. The poet Edmund Spenser, a
Crown official in Ireland, believed the solution was murderous cleansing:
“Great force must be the instrument but famine must be the means for until
Ireland be famished it cannot be subdued. ... There can be no conformitie
of government where there is no conformitie of religion. ... There can be no
sound agreement between twoe equall contraries viz: the English and Irish”
(Hastings, 1997: 82—4). Callous war began, finally won by the English in
1607. Gaelic was now being pushed out of most of the public realm. More
Protestant English and Scots settlers arrived, and more native Irish were
forcibly deported westward.

The Civil War reopened the conflict, turning it less ethnic, more religious,
and somewhat protonational in tone. It was also an imperial war, since it
also brought the kingdoms of Scotland and Ireland finally under English
dominance. Religious strife made the protonational resentments of the Scots
and Irish upper classes more popular. Most Irish Protestants were relatively
High Church and so supported the king, as did the Irish Catholic Church
(both the Gaelic Irish and Old English factions). This alliance gave the king’s
party the upper hand in Ireland. The war had started with a Gaelic rising in
which 4,000 Ulster Protestants had been massacred, with perhaps another
8,000 dying of hunger, fever, or exposure — including many women and
children. Clifton (1999: 109) calls it “massacre by mismanagement,” not
premeditated, but the atrocity was to poison later events, since Protestant
propagandists persuaded the English that hundreds of thousands of Protes-
tants had died (Connolly, 1992: 16; Wheeler, 1999: 8—12).

The Civil War lasted longer in Ireland. But in 1649 Cromwell invaded at
the head of his formidable Puritan New Model Army. He achieved the final
conquest of Ireland with exemplary repression made more cruel by senti-
ments of revenge for the massacre of 1641 and contempt for a “barbarous”

people full of “papist and savage superstitions.” He declared that he would
lead

the great work against the barbarous and bloodthirsty Irish, and the rest of their
adherents and confederates, for the propagation of the Gospel of Christ, the estab-
lishment of truth and peace.

He summoned the city of Drogheda to surrender. When the garrison com-
mander delayed, Cromwell ordered his canonry to breach the walls and
personally led the storming. Sacking a city was conventional warfare at the
time. Cromwell reported to Parliament what happened:

I forbade them to spare any that were in arms in the town, and, I think, that night
they put to the sword about 2,000 men....I am persuaded that this is a righteous
judgement of God upon these barbarous wretches, who have imbrued their hands
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in so much innocent blood; and it will tend to prevent the effusion of blood for
the future. ... And now give me leave to say how it comes to pass that this work is
wrought. It was set upon some of our hearts, That a great thing should be done, not
by power or might, but by the Spirit of God. And is it not clear? That which caused
your men to storm so courageously, it was the Spirit of God, who gave your men
courage . ..and therewith this happy success. And therefore it is good that God alone
should have all the glory.

Hundreds more who surrendered were killed soon afterwards. Cromwell
commented:

I believe we put to the sword the whole number of defendants, I do not think thirty
of the whole number escaped with their lives. Those that did, are in safe custody for
Barbados.

When the garrison commander at Wexford also stalled, Cromwell repeated
the dose. The city was stormed with no quarter, and some fleeing civilians
were also killed by soldiers seeming out of control. Cromwell made little
attempt to rein them in. Cromwell again pinned the blame on God:

In His righteous justice, [he] brought a just judgement upon them, causing them to
become a prey to the soldier, who in their piracies had made preys of so many families
and [were] made with their bloods to answer the cruelties which they had exercised
upon the lives of divers poor protestants.

In these two cities about 4,500 people were killed, comprising three-quarters
of the garrisons and about 200-300 civilians. The Wexford garrison was
Irish, but half of the Drogheda soldiers were English Protestant Royalists.
This was broader than just a mixture of religious and ethnic cleansing. But
when the garrison commander at Ross offered to surrender if liberty of
conscience be allowed, Cromwell replied bluntly:

If by liberty of conscience, you mean the liberty to exercise the mass, I judge it best to
use plain dealing and to let you know, where the parliament of England hath power,
that will not be allowed of.

In Munster, Cromwell posted a rambling and venomously anti-Catholic
proclamation. He said he did not intend to “extirpate the Catholic Reli-
gion,” but only because “The word extirpate supposes a thing to be already
rooted and established.” The entire tone of the document suggests that he
would eliminate Catholicism from Ireland by any means necessary (these
quotes from Cromwell are from Abbot, 1939: I, 107, 126—7, 142, 201).

These were Cromwell’s first battles in Ireland. He was sending the signal,
surrender or die — Assyrian-style exemplary repression. It worked; the Irish
finally surrendered. But this had also been extremely callous warfare, for
about 15 percent of the Irish population, over 300,000 people, died in these
two decades of warfare, mostly from malnutrition and disease.
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In England the Civil War was fought in more gentlemanly fashion. There
were a few massacres of garrisons refusing to surrender, but most civilians
escaped direct harm, except where trapped in the plundering of stormed
towns. Coster (1999) says slaughter was worst where resistance had been
greatest, with Catholic and Irish soldiers showing greatest determination
and so being most at risk. The cruelest general was reputed to be the most
experienced — the Royalist Prince Rupert. Only 4 to § percent of England’s
population, about 180,000 people, died altogether. Even in his Scottish cam-
paign, Cromwell showed courtesy to his opponents, giving quarter to the
defeated and comfort to the wounded. Even when the Scottish Army in-
vaded England and penetrated as far as Worcester, its final defeat did not
bring savage reprisals. A handful of the leaders were executed and several
hundred soldiers were transported to the New World. Yet in Ireland, reli-
gious fanaticism, ethnic contempt, and revenge for 1641 had perverted his
fierce will to win. Catholics were finished off with a scorched earth cam-
paign against guerrillas in Ulster. Locals were told to get out of the entire
area or be shot. Some officers were worse than others. Sir Charles Coote was
described by his Catholic enemies as “the thrice-cruel butcher and human
blood-sucker”; Colonel Tothill ordered his men to slaughter all captured
Irish. But the conservative Ireton (in command after Cromwell left Ireland),
had Tothill court-martialed and cashiered. Ireton became alarmed by
intermarriage between his soldiers and local Catholic women — by now
there was a shortage of Catholic males in Ulster. So he ordered that any
of the women whose conversion to Protestantism was not sincere should be
expelled and their husbands reduced in rank (Wheeler, 1999). We see here
the difference between Protestant radicals and moderates.

Cromwell’s religious cleansing was also fueled by cleansing in the name
of civilization against barbarism. But Drogheda was not like Magdeburg.
Cromwell executed a garrison tardy in surrendering, but he did not kill its
civilian population. This was well within the contemporary rules of con-
ventional war (Clifton, 1999: 119). Each city was “correctly” summoned to
surrender beforehand, and Cromwell did not target women or children. So
this was not murderous cleansing aimed at a whole ethnic group. Rather,
it was an attempt to wipe out armed resistance so that religious cleansing
could proceed through milder institutional means.

It did so. The Act of Settlement of 1652 expropriated the owners of two-
thirds of Irish land, supposedly for their participation in the 1641 massacre.
Their lands passed to London merchants, Cromwell’s soldiers, and Scottish
settlers — all Protestants. In 1600 9o percent of Irish land had been held
by Catholics; by 1685 this had fallen to 22 percent and by 1800 to only
5 percent. Until the 1770s anti-Catholic penal laws involved much discrimi-
nation, forcing Catholic heirs and would-be professionals to formally convert
(Connolly, 1992: 145—7). But almost all the expropriated Irish stayed put as
propertyless laborers. A few Catholic property owners were deported to the
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west coast, where they received lesser lands (Clifton, 1999: 123). The Irish
language declined in the public sphere but held on in lower-class dialects.
By the mid-19th century, Irish parents of all classes became eager for their
children to learn the language of modernity and worldly success — English.
Though about a quarter of the population of Ireland was of English or Scot-
tish settler descent, Ireland was not quite a colony. As Connolly (1992: 11—
22, 294—313) notes, Ireland was next door to England and Scotland, and its
inhabitants were European in appearance, religion, and culture. There was
mass movement in both directions across the narrow sea and much assimila-
tion. Gaelic nomadic pastoralism was replaced by English tenurial practices.
Attempts at mass conversion were halfhearted. There had been coercive as-
similation among elites and severe discrimination among the masses. But the
English did not commit mass cleansing. Ireland continued to contain two
religious communities — as we see in the conflicts of today. Between 1969
and 2000 about 3,300 people were killed, though neither side was actually
trying to remove the other.

Europe from the late 15th to the 17th centuries saw severer religious cleans-
ing entwined with ethnic elements in religious frontier zones. In Spain ethnic
antagonisms and cleansing increased; in Ireland they decreased. This was
probably due mainly to differences between the severity of the frontier threat:
the Islamic threat to Christian Mediterranean states remained strong during
the major cleansing period (it began to ease only after the naval battle of
Lepanto in 1572), while the Catholic Irish threat in the west steadily dimin-
ished. Farther east, across the frontiers of the warring Russian, Ottoman,
and Persian Empires, murderous cleansing also spread between Christian,
Sunni Muslim, and Shia Muslim communities (Lieven, 2000: 149). Ethnic-
religious cleansing was stirring only where political and religious threats
reinforced one another. Even then, most killing was not premeditated. It oc-
curred where events spiraled out of control. Cleansing was systematic (espe-
cially in Spain), but murderous cleansing was not. Magdeburg and Drogheda
resembled countless other sieges in earlier history more than the events of
my later chapters.

There was no relationship between religious cleansing and regime form.
In Spain the cleansing of Jews and Moors was pushed by secular and re-
ligious elites, though not by the monarchs themselves. In the wars of re-
ligion, Protestants generally pushed toward limited representative govern-
ment, while Catholics favored greater monarchical powers, and both sides
perpetrated atrocities equally. In England, Puritans favored the most repre-
sentative form of government, with the lowest property franchise, and they
were also the most fanatic in their hatred of papists, with the strongest de-
sire to cleanse them from the land. Overrepresented in the army, they also
had the military power to achieve it. But overall, this was not a phase of
cleansing attributable to democratization — other than of the soul. It ended
when almost all states became about 8o percent mono-religious.
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This chapter has cut through a vast swathe of history during which I sug-
gested that ethnic cleansing was uncommon since macro-ethnicity was also
uncommon. Ethnicity rarely conquered either distance or class. But as salva-
tion religions spread, religion began to cut across class and other boundarie,
leading to protonational democratization and cleansing of souls. Yet secular
matters remained dominated by class and other axes of stratification. And
with religious cleansing achieved, things seemed to be improving in Europe.
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Two Versions of “We, the People”

THE LIBERAL VERSION
The notion that the people should rule was most famously stated thus:

We, the People of the United States, in Order to form a more perfect Union, establish
Justice, insure domestic Tranquillity, provide for the common defence, promote the
general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity,
do ordain and establish this CONSTITUTION for the United States of America.

“The people” described in the Preamble to the American Constitution now
legitimates almost all modern states, and is seen unreservedly as a good and
moral collectivity. Indeed, it may be the most benign form of rule humans
have yet devised. But if the two meanings of “the people,” demos and ethnos,
become fused, problems result — for other ethnic groups living in the same
territory. The privileges of citizens may involve discrimination against ethnic
out-groups. At the extreme, the out-group may be excluded, cleansed, from
the territory of the people.

Yet two rather different peoples may be distinguished, a stratified and
an organic people. If the people is conceived of as diverse and stratified,
then the state’s main role is to mediate and conciliate among competing
interest groups. This will tend to compromise differences, not try to eliminate
or cleanse them. The stratified people came to dominate the Northwest of
Europe. Yet if the people is conceived of as organic, as one and indivisible,
as ethnic, then its purity may be maintained by the suppression of deviant
minorities, and this may lead to cleansing. In Europe this danger began to
loom more across its central and eastern regions.

Most views of liberalism stress individualism. Liberal democracies are said
to be beneficent because their constitutions first and foremost protect indi-
vidual human rights. But this was not actually how they were established, for
the rights and regulation of groups have actually been more central for liberal
democracy. The institutionalization of interest group struggle, and especially
of class struggle, has ensured toleration and the restraint of cleansing by gen-
erating a stratified, not an organic, people. Nonetheless, liberal democracies
have committed massive cleansing, sometimes amounting to genocide — but
in colonial contexts where large social groups were defined as lying outside
of the stratified people.

55
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Of course, the people did not really “ordain and establish” the American
Constitution. This was accomplished by 55 middle-aged white gentlemen of
the highest rank and property, closeted together in private for two weeks
in Philadelphia. They claimed to represent the people of the 13 colonies.
But who was this people? The Founding Fathers did not mean to include
women, slaves, and native Americans. Most of them did not want to include
white men who lacked property, though they were pushed toward this by
the revolutionary process surging around them. British politicians of the
period defined the people by distinguishing it from the populace below. The
populace comprised the lower orders, the crowd, the mob — out-groups
who were definitely not a part of the people. “We, the people” comprised
groups of propertied men who were termed at the time interests (gentlemen,
merchants, manufacturers, artisans, etc.). These interests were acknowledged
to be divisive, and it was important to conciliate their interests so that they
would all share “a common stake in the nation.” They recognized the citizen
body as being internally stratified. Indeed, citizens’ rights were at this time
also stratified, since the people were entitled to “active” citizenship, while
the populace enjoyed only “passive” citizenship. The populace did possess
legal and civil rights, but not political rights.

Then moves toward the acquisition of full rights by all were also dominated
by class. These were capitalist economies, now industrializing. Debates over
the extension of the franchise were dominated by issues like these: Where
should the property line be drawn? Should employees or servants (who many
thought were incapable of forming independent judgments) have the vote,
be jurors, or hold office? Should some classes have more votes than others?
Could some of the more responsible members of a class be admitted first, so
as to detach them from the rest of their class? It was recognized that these
plural class and strata interests might be compromised, but they could not be
eliminated. The people was not one and indivisible but plural and stratified.
Indeed, the contending interests were institutionalized in political parties.
Factional interest groups — ins and outs, Whigs and Tories — already existed,
and the class conflicts of industrialism turned them into the “left versus right”
and “religious versus secular” parties of the modern period. All accepted that
their conflict could not be abolished or transcended, only compromised. And
since the liberal state is mainly a mediator between interests, it is a limited
state, enjoying few powers of its own. So both nationalism and statism were
restrained by liberalism, and the development of class and nation were closely
entwined.

Class was soon joined by age and gender. Should only household heads
have full rights, and at what age could other men be said to be of independent
mind? Then women of a certain age or class might be considered politically
responsible before other women. This raises a second cause of restraint.
Class, age, and gender all stratify, but they do not usually segregate people
into different communities. These groups must necessarily live and work (and
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love and hate) among each other. Even during bouts of severe class conflict,
workers and employers spent most of their waking hours cooperating with
one another. People of different ages, and men and women, live and constitute
families together. Though residential segregation may occur between classes,
they are also routinely interdependent. Such interdependence restrains most
potential antipathy between we, the people and out-groups defined by class,
age, or gender.

The institutionalization of class conflict has been the main political ac-
complishment of the modern West, generating liberal and then social demo-
cratic states. Class, age, and gender remain as contending interests within
the people, recognized as having legitimate conflicts that are institutional-
ized in multiparty systems. Since this form of polity does not try to eliminate
exploitation, new oppressed groups will perennially rise up to make new de-
mands. But class conflict amid liberal institutions is not settled by cleansing
the land of one’s opponents, still less by mass murder. However, a different
outcome results if class is not compromised but repressed. A downward spi-
ral of class conflict may lead to revolution, as it did across parts of Central
and Eastern Europe (Mann, 1993: chaps. 16-18). Successful revolutionaries
then made a distinctive claim to an organic “people as proletariat,” as we
see in Chapter 171.

Yet in Northwestern Europe two things were being accomplished by the
late 18th century: religious conflict was declining (as we saw in the previous
chapter), and liberal and class institutions were trumping ethnic solidari-
ties. With religious homogeneity achieved within each state, ethnic conflict
moderated and centered on the more secular issue of language. This made
it less murderous. Although we cannot adhere to more than one salvation
religion, we can speak more than one language, especially where it has no
sacred status. I can learn a dominant official language in order to achieve
material success in the public realm, retaining my maternal language in the
private and emotional realm. Through this means, I may acquire more than
one ethnic identity. Yet in the public sphere over a j00-year period, most
European states sought monolingualism, and this did encourage a withering
away of minority ethnic cultures. Over the long run Europe was cleansed,
as local and regional languages and cultures have disappeared. The predom-
inant means used have not been very violent, however. At most they have
amounted to institutional coercion.

Nor did they transcend class. As in prior history, assimilation proceeded
laterally, class by class, down from the aristocracy. Consider the cases of
Wales. Coastal Wales had been conquered in the t2th and 13th centuries
by Anglo-Norman lords. Plantations of English settler towns followed. The
rulers periodically banned the Welsh language, limited intermarriage, and
excluded the Welsh from office holding, but these actions were less persistent
and less enforced than in Ireland. The kings were happy to use Welsh bowmen
as their decisive weapon against the French king at Crecy and Agincourt.
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After 1400 Wales was not regarded as a frontier society (unlike Ireland);
after 1500 it was considered a loyal, even conservative, part of the kingdom.
In 1509 the English burgesses of Conwy, one of the plantation towns in
which English colonists had been settled, petitioned for more discrimination
against the Welsh. They complained, “It is no more meete for a welshman
to bears any office in Wales — than it is for a frinchman to be Officer in Calis
[Calais], or a skotte in Barwicke [Berwick].” Unfortunately, the petition was
sent to the Anglo-Welsh King Henry VII, whose accession culminated a long
process of aristocratic lateral assimilation between English and Welsh lords.
His son, Henry VIII, then absorbed Wales into England through his Act of
Union in 1536, imposing one administration, one law, and one language. It
said that no person who commanded only “the Welsh speech shall have or
enjoy any manner of offices or fees within this realm.” Yet the act provoked
no organized opposition in Wales, for the gentry were pleased to be granted
the same institutions as the English (Jenkins et al., 1997; Roberts, 1997;
Smith 1997).

Perhaps 9o percent of the population spoke only Welsh (nearly 70 percent
did so even in 1800). They were now officially disqualified from holding
public office. But they had never held public office! As in England, 9o per-
cent of the population did not count in politics. What mattered were the
remaining 1o percent: the nobility, gentry, merchants, and guildsmen. En-
glish had already spread as the language of official documents, and most
of this 1o percent had already learned English. They recognized that En-
glish was a high language, the language of rule, of the professions and
of commerce. Most were keen to participate in that world, and so ac-
quired English as a second language — as much of the world does to-
day. Welsh speaking in public contexts declined, though not yet in private
ones.

The institutional coercion involved in imposing the English language on
Wales was partly national exploitation by the English, partly class betrayal
by Welsh elites. Burke (1978: 270-2) sees an “upper class withdrawal” from
popular culture occurring right across 16th- to 18th-century Europe. The
Bohemian nobility withdrew from Czech to German, educated Norwegians
withdrew to Danish, Finns to Swedish, and so on. But the Welsh-speaking
gentry operated in a world in which bilingualism was the obvious strategy
for advancement — and also the best way to provide protection for their
retainers and dependents. Welsh pragmatism was matched by that of the
English. In 1563 the Anglican Church recognized that to convert Welsh peo-
ple to Protestantism required a Bible in Welsh, the only language under-
stood by the masses. This project encouraged literacy in Welsh. Eventually,
as middling and lower-class people were admitted to the public sphere in
both England and Wales, English spread down to the lower classes. During
the 19th century it made serious inroads into the Welsh language. Before
then, assimilation was still lateral and elitist. Welsh, unlike Irish, was being
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voluntarily undermined from the top, class by class. This was becoming a
stratified yet national state.

By the early 20th century, almost all Northwestern Europe had been lin-
guistically cleansed, the last remnants by voluntary assimilation. Minorities
in France had mostly accepted the Jacobin view, pleased to see their chil-
dren educated in French, the language of modernity. Breton-speaking par-
ents identified their language with backwardness and lack of opportunity. In
public settings Welsh or Breton were subordinated to a British or French lan-
guage and identity. Linguistic cleansing was completed, at first by force, then
by institutional coercion, finally by voluntary assimilation. Indeed, though
Ireland had been at first subjected to more ferocious cleansing, Irish parents
joined in the last phase just as enthusiastically.

Only near the end, in the early 19th century in Britain and in the mid- to late
19th century elsewhere, did national identities spread out fully to the lowest
classes. Eugene Weber’s aptly titled book Peasants into Frenchmen (1976)
has become a modern classic. In it he describes how most country-dwellers
in France even in 1870 did not consider themselves members of the French
nation. The regions around Paris, the home counties of France, did consti-
tute a partial exception, since they were servicing the capital. But Weber
concludes that most French men and women had much more local hori-
zons. Peasants became Frenchmen only when state infrastructures actually
penetrated their daily life, through military service, national education, and
railways and motorized transport. I would also add national economic mar-
kets and production systems; national political infrastructures — routinized
national parties, state institutions, and state services; and a national religion.
But in 1864 Minister of Education Duruy asked his school inspectors to in-
vestigate the languages spoken right across the country. His ministry then
drew up national maps of the departments’ language skills. Across the de-
partments of Brittany, Alsace-Lorraine, and almost the whole of the south,
40 percent or more of the population did not speak French, though they
reported at that very time that the figure among schoolchildren aged 7 to
13 was down to half that level (the two maps are reproduced in de Certeau
et al., 1975: 271-2). One inspector visiting the rural Lozére district in the
south asked the children at a village school, “In what country is the Lozére
situated?” None could answer. By the 1880s another school inspector found
more knowledge, reporting, “they say they are in the Lozére, and when they
cross the mountains they go to France” (Gibson, 1994: 178). They now
knew where France was. But it was somewhere else.

Connor (1994: 221) notes the revealing responses given by European mi-
grants to U.S. immigration officers between 1880 and 1910. When asked
where they came from, they overwhelmingly identified themselves in terms
of “locale, region, province and the like,” not in terms of a country. But the
most convincing evidence derives from a battery of statistics on intimate fam-
ily practices. Susan Cott Watkins (1991) compared data for 1870 and 1960
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across no less than 500 regions within 15 European countries. She collected
data on rates of fertility, marriage, and illegitimacy. How often did people get
married, how many children did they have, and were these legitimate? These
are intimate practices indeed, resulting from millions of individual decisions
taken by women and men in the privacy of their own relationships. But she
found clear general trends. In 1870 differences were much greater within
countries than between them. There was less of a French or a German fam-
ily pattern than many varied local ones, some of which cut across national
borders. But by 1960 the family had been substantially nationalized on all
three issues. Now there was a French and a German and a British family
norm regarding how many children one had, whether one married before
children were born, and how frequently people got married. None of this had
existed in 1870. The nation had been born very late — whether legitimately
or illegitimately!

Virtually no states were mono-ethnic, since they had been formed as the
ruling class in the core region defined itself as being of a single ethnicity, im-
posing rule over other regions and ethnic groups. Over several centuries they
achieved a partly coerced, partly voluntary lateral aristocratic assimilation
of peripheral ethnic groups, starting with aristocracies, then moving down
the class structure. After 1688 in Britain all mainstream Protestant property
owners were confirmed as political citizens — whether they spoke English,
Welsh, or Scottish Gaelic. Bans against Irish Gaelic, dissenting Protestants,
and Catholics were removed over the next 140 years. After the 1832 stan-
dardization of the franchise, all adult English, Welsh, Scottish, or Irish males
who had freehold property to the value of £15 per annum were full politi-
cal citizens, the people. They increasingly considered themselves “Britons”
(Colley, 1992), but they also knew they had a second ethnicity, as English,
Welsh, Scots, or Irish. Yet conflicts between these identities were now of
much less significance than was class conflict.

Each country blended class and ethnicity in distinctive ways. Three had
more multiethnicity. In Belgium the franchise was first dominated by a
Flemish bourgeoisie speaking French in public, since they recognized it as the
high language of modernity. Flemish and French elites mutually assimilated
quite easily. The Flemish bourgeoisie had no desire to appeal downward to
the Flemish masses, and French elites were happy to acquire Flemish high cul-
ture, which had historic caché. In Spain the dominant Castilian elite failed to
greatly assimilate Catalan and Basque elites, but here both class and ethnic
political movements endured. In the Third Spanish Republic of the 1930s
there were separate Catalan and Basque nationalist parties of the left, cen-
ter, and right. In multilingual Switzerland the central state was weak, most
government being at the cantonal level. Since 18 of the 22 cantons were
monolingual, Switzerland resembled a federation of tiny nation-states, each
one dominated by the politics of class, with ethnic cooperation occurring
at the less important federal level (Rabushka & Shepsle, 1972: 208-12).
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Belgian, Spanish, and Swiss representative governments coped with multi-
ethnicity in a quite distinctive way, through consociational and confederal
forms, but alongside class institutions. These distinctive historic forms could
be very useful to the much more multiethnic countries of the South of the
world today.

Violent cleansing was generally confined to the periphery of Western
Europe, where ethnicity and class might reinforce each other. Here exploited
classes were also defined as ethnically distinct — indeed, as cultural and civ-
ilizational inferiors. This was so in the 1780s of the “Highland clearances”
by Anglicized Scottish landlords of their crofters, resulting in much coerced
emigration to the New World, many deaths, and the final retreat of Gaelic
into the far northwest of the Highlands and islands. The French Revolution
had comparable effects on peripheral France. A trace of this survives among
Scots, Welsh, and Breton self-conceptions as being proletarian nations ex-
ploited by the imperialist English and French. The extreme case was Ireland,
in which religion still reinforced ethnicity and class. British discrimination in
favor of (Protestant) landlords’ rights against (Catholic) tenants and lease-
holders worsened the Irish famine of the 1840s. Though this began as a crisis
of a mistaken policy of overdependence on a single crop, leading to potato
blight, it was worsened by British unwillingness to interfere with market
forces blended with callous indifference to primitive Catholic peasants. The
result was an ethnocide in which thousands died and thousands more fled
to America.

This was the darkest part of early liberal democracy in Europe. Elsewhere.
out-groups might be discriminated against, but they were rarely forced out,
still less murdered. Their elites voluntarily assimilated or were institutionally
coerced into a dominant identity. Later, so were their masses. If contempo-
rary Western Europe contains relatively homogeneous nation-states, this had
mostly resulted from cleansing of relatively mild types. The European liberal
dark side was found elsewhere, in the colonies.

THE ORGANIC VERSION

The democratizing ideal spread somewhat later in the European center and
east, along with the later spread of capitalism and industry. Initially, these
regions looked west and north for democratic inspiration. But three differ-
ences led toward organic rather than liberal conceptions of the nation-state,
giving nationalist movements a chance of trumping class movements.

First, aspirations for democracy appeared later here, when political theory
had matured into the notion that the whole people must rule, both the people
and the populace — though it was still largely limited to adult males. So
advocacy of limited propertied franchises of the early Anglo-American type
was overwhelmed by more popular demands. Seeking to keep the masses at
bay, elites developed another form of partial democracy, limiting not the vote
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but parliamentary sovereignty. All males might vote, but their deputies must
share power with a monarch. The German Kaiserreich was the prototype,
where a Reichstag, a parliament elected by universal male suffrage, shared
powers with the kaiser and his ministers in an essentially dual state. By
enhancing executive powers, this first difference enhanced statist powers
and ideologies beyond liberal levels.

Second, by now states were expected to be more active for their citizens,
providing communications infrastructures, economic development, social
welfare, and citizen armies. In Perez-Diaz’s (1993) words, the state became
“the bearer of a moral project.” In the 1890s and 1900s statist projects surged
on the far right through protofascists, on the center-right through the pa-
ternalism of Social Catholicism, and on center-left through movements like
the German Socialists of the Chair, British New Liberals, French Radical Re-
publicans, and Russian zemstvo intelligentsia. Only the far left lagged. Until
after World War I and the Bolshevik Revolution, most socialists remained
attached to utopian or communard notions of a minimal postrevolutionary
state. In the 2oth century the statist surge continued, affecting most of the
world.

Third, the region was dominated by multiethnic dynastic empires. The
Habsburg (Austrian), Romanov (Russian), and Ottoman (Islamic/Turkish)
Empires comprised many historic provinces and kingdoms. The dynasties
did not seek to homogenize or legitimate themselves in terms of a nation.
In fact, they encouraged further immigration by minorities, like Germans
or Jews, with more economic skills than the locals. Any groups willing to
act as settler-soldiers in border areas were also welcomed. They were not
fully multicultural, however, since the dynasty depended more on the elites
of a single, core ethnic or religious group mobilizing patron—client networks
among various other ethnic and religious elites and using discriminatory
practices against some minorities. So as subordinate classes began to de-
mand political representation, this became entwined with imperial versus
proletarian ethnic conflicts.

Disprivileged elites initially claimed representative rights only for them-
selves, as in the Northwest earlier. But faced with pressures from below,
they began to speak in the name of the “whole” people against the impe-
rial ethnicity and its local clients (Mann, 1993: chap. 10). This fostered a
leftist version of nationalism. The nation, it was argued, would rise up like
a proletariat to overthrow its oppressors. The Italian fascist Corradini in-
vented the label proletarian nation in 1911. It aptly describes the ideology
of the many nationalisms threatened by a more powerful imperial enemy.
Croats, Slovenes, and others might resent past Bosnian/Turkish and present
Serb domination, Romanians might resent Hungarians, Slovaks might resent
Czechs, and almost everyone might resent the formerly dominant Germans,
Russians, and Turks. The three imperial peoples — Germans, Russians, and
Turks (and after 1867 the Hungarians as well) — then responded with their
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own counternationalisms. Their very survival, they claimed, was threatened
by these revolts. Later they became particularly worried — as Serbs were later
in Yugoslavia — that their own coethnics who had settled abroad might now
become exploited minorities in states dominated by other ethnic groups.

But first came the ideal of the organic nation-state. I instance Austria in the
1880s (Schmidt-Hartmann, 1988). In 1882 three young Austrian politicians
propounded the Linz Program, which was intended to found a new party,
the Deutsche Volkspartei, a German People’s Party. The program combined
German nationalism, universal suffrage, and progressive social legislation. It
denounced equally liberalism, laissez-faire capitalism, and Marxian social-
ism. The three men declared that whereas liberals advocated a constitution
enshrining the conflict of interests, they upheld the “substance” of democ-
racy. Their legitimacy, they said, was grounded in the unity of the people,
“the good of all,” “the interests of the people.” The projected party never
materialized. The three split and went off to found their own parties. Adler
became a leader of the Social Democrats, Liiger founded the Christian So-
cialists, and Schonerer founded what became the Pan-German Party. These
were the three mass parties of interwar Austria, and two of them generated
mass fascist movements.

These young Austrians were endorsing an organic conception of the peo-
ple and state. The people, they said, was one and indivisible, united, integral.
Thus its state need not be grounded upon the institutionalization of diversity
or of conflict. One national movement could represent the whole people, ul-
timately transcending any conflict of interests between social groups within
it. Class conflict and sectional interests were not to be compromised but
transcended, and displaced onto international conflict. As the 20th century
began, the notion emerged that the transcending agent might be the nation-
state. These ideas of the trancendent nation and the state helped incubate
prewar fascist theory. The fears of dominant and subordinate ethnicities fu-
eled each other, creating a “security dilemma.” Austro-German fueled Czech
nationalism in the 189o0s. In turn, both fueled Slovak nationalism. Tiso, who
led the Slovak nationalists in the interwar period, was speaking for all three
when he defined the nation as “a community of people who are of a sin-
gle origin, single physical type, single character, single language, single set
of customs and single culture of equal goals, and they constitute an organic
whole in a coherent territory” (these Slovak quotes are from Nedelsky, 2o001:
221-3). Nationalism, like class conflict, thrives on conflict with like-minded
others.

Organic nationalism had two potential vices. First, it might lead from
democracy to authoritarian statism. Single parties of the left or right need to
maintain internal party democracy, but few can achieve this and they tend
to fall to an elite or a dictator. Who is to express the people’s supposedly
singular essence? Given the real diversity of human communities, a state led
by an elite or a dictator claims to speak with a singular voice. Tiso’s deputy
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Kirschbaum declared, “Because a voluntary inclination toward this single
path cannot be expected due to the diversity of opinions and the artificial
fostering of many paths, the requirement of authoritative direction logically
follows.” Second, organicism encouraged the notion that minority commu-
nities and political opponents might be excluded from full membership in
the nation.

So these nationalists came to believe in (1) an enduring national charac-
ter, soul, or spirit, distinguishable from that of other nations; (2) their right
to a state that would ultimately express this; and (3) their right to exclude
out-groups with different characters, who would only weaken the nation.
They disliked multiethnic states, and they even sometimes looked askance
at assimilation. Thus late-19th-century Eastern minorities were feeling pres-
sures moving from voluntary to coerced assimilation and thence to pressured
emigration. Between 1870 and 1910 over § million non-Jewish Eastern Eu-
ropeans emigrated from areas where they constituted minorities — especially
Slovaks, Croats, Germans, and Slovenes (Marrus, 1985; Pearson, 1983). But
things were worst where new ethnic-racial labels overlaid old religious ones —
as they did in Europe for Jews and Muslims. I focus here on Jews, dealing
with Muslims in the next chapter.

Jews had been the target of religious and economic resentments for cen-
turies. The “killers of Christ” had been forced into unpopular economic
middleman roles by bans against owning land or having public employ-
ment. Popular resentment of dominant classes and political elites could also
be displaced onto them. A pogrom against Jews allowed peasants to signal
their discontent without rebellion. Pogroms involved violence, looting, and
rape. If rumors spread about Jews abducting Christian babies or committing
ritual murder, then murder might also ensue. But few intended to get rid of
the Jews. They were too useful. Forced assimilation through conversion was
periodically attempted (as with Moslems), but that was as far as cleansing
usually went. Two new escalations were now added: (1) rising democratic
sentiments led to Jews being deprived of full citizenship and labeled as aliens
to the nation and (2) organic racial theories viewed Jews more as a racial
than a religious out-group.

Things were worst where there were most Jews, in Russia. Russian
pogroms were escalating to murderous cleansing. During 1881—3 Jews were
scapegoated for the assassination of Tsar Alexander I, since a Jewess was
one of the assassins. Politicians and the press fanned the flames, and the
tsarist authorities seemed unwilling to intervene. Phleve, the minister of the
interior, may have helped foment the pogrom, though he publicly claimed to
desire only assimilation plus some cultural cleansing. Yet these were mainly
outbursts from below. They were proportionately much bigger in industri-
alizing cities; they spread across modern road and rail networks, and the
chief perpetrators seem to have been workers in modern industries. In fact,
pogroms often resembled contemporary Russian strikes, violent outbursts
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involving young, single male workers (recent migrants from the country-
side) locked into a violent, alcohol-laden, masculine subculture. Over the
next decades, modern labor unrest was persistently displaced onto the Jews
(Friedgut, 1987; Klier, 1993; Wynn, 1992). But there were still far more
beatings, rapes, and lootings than premeditated murders.

The next Russian eruption was more political and so more murderous.
It came in 19036, fanned by the war with Japan and the 1905 revolution.
Jews were believed to be behind other threatening enemies. Pogroms grew as
discontent against conscription was displaced onto Jews; they became more
deadly when Jews were attacked as supposed socialists by counterrevolu-
tionary mobs egged on by conservative politicians. The tsarist government
was alarmed by the scale of the violence (3,000 Jews died), yet recognized
that pogroms could be used to whip up popular rightist support. The tsar’s
private letters reveal alarm at the overrepresentation of Jews among revo-
lutionary leaders. From now on, anti-Semitism featured prominently in the
political ideology of Russian rightists. This turned more young Jews left-
ward or to support of political Zionism, demanding a Jewish homeland in
Palestine — an organicist ideal; 2.5 million Eastern European Jews migrated
westward in the decades before 1914.

World War I further escalated organic nationalism in this great region.
It destroyed most multinational states, weakened traditional conservatism’s
distrust of the masses, provided an economic model of how statist inter-
vention and planning might achieve development, and through mass citizen
armies provided a military and then a paramilitary model of popular col-
lective action in the pursuit of national goals. As I have showed in Fascists
(2004), many military veterans and political activists embraced paramili-
tarism. Apart from the Russian and Spanish civil wars, the right specialized
more in this than the left. In Italy, Germany, Austria, Hungary, and Romania
(even in Spain), civil strife left at least two dead leftists for every dead right-
ist. Leftist talk of revolution and armed struggle was mostly just that — talk.
While Benito Mussolini’s squadristi organized paramilitary assaults, Italian
leftists demonstrated. Class analysis protected most leftists from militarism
but doomed them to defeat.

Organic rightists increasingly connected their main political enemy,
Bolshevism, with foreign enemies. German and Italian rightists attacked
Slavs, though Jews remained the favorite target across Eastern Europe, where
the notion of a Judeo-Bolshevik seemed minimally plausible. The Bolsheviks
were not anti-Semitic. Lenin denounced this, 6 out of the 21 members of
the Central Committee in 1921 were Jewish, and Jews became especially
overrepresented in the command structure of the Cheka secret police. Anti-
Semitic rightists had a field day identifying Jews with torturers and mur-
derers. Jews were not overrepresented among the rank-and-file Bolsheviks,
but exact proportions did not matter; this was the first time Jews had
been allowed any prominent political role outside their own community.
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Immediately after World War I ended, rightists across Russia, the Ukraine,
Poland, the Baltic states, Romania, and Hungary led local populations in
murders of Jews (Marrus, 1985: 62—4). Though many leftists were also anti-
Semitic, their leaders usually recognized that this was in principle wrong,
conflicting with socialist or anarchist internationalism. By now Russian in-
dustrial workers were also being organized by Marxists and so were less
prone to perpetrating ethnic pogroms than in tsarist times.

The Ukraine during the Russian Civil War saw murderous cleansing of
Jews in ways that prefigured the far worse slaughter during World War II.
Somewhere between 50,000 and 150,000 Jews were killed, between 3 and
10 percent of all Ukrainian Jews. Less than 1o percent of them were killed
by the Red Army or the Ukrainian anarchist militia. Perhaps a quarter were
killed by Ukrainian nationalists and over half by the White Army. The war
also saw much exemplary repression. Villages and towns were treated mer-
cilessly if they were believed to have collaborated with the enemy. Because
Jewish communities sometimes collaborated with Red Army units, since they
seemed the least bad of the forces ravaging the countryside, they were pun-
ished. They were vulnerable to punishment since they were a minority in
local populations generally less favorable to the Reds.

Rightist ideology often embraced cleansing. Ukrainian nationalist war-
lords (Hetmans) rallied their peasant partisans with cries of “Death to
the Jews and down with the Communists!”, “Death to the Jews! For the
Orthodox faith!”, and against “our age-old enemies, and their agents, the
Jews.” Their hostility mixed hatred of outside oppression — a Russian (now
a Bolshevik) state aided by cosmopolitan Jews — with Orthodox religious
Judeophobia aimed against “the killers of Christ.” White leaders mouthed
more political anti-Semitism, blaming Russia’s misfortunes on the “diseased
microbes” of the “Judeo-Bolshevik conspiracy” — anticipating SS language.
Even the more liberal Whites, the Kadets, did not condemn the pogroms,
since they brought their cause popular support. Shulgin, a politician close to
Denikin, the White commander, was shaken by the ferocity, noting that “a
dreadful medieval spirit stalked the streets of Kiev.” But he nonetheless be-
lieved the Jews should “confess and repent . . . before the whole world . . . [for
their] active part in the Bolshevik madness.” Shulgin hoped that this “tor-
ture by fear would...show them the right way.” After their defeat, fleeing
rightists brought west the infamous Protocols of the Elders of Zion, a forged
manual for a supposed Jewish conquest of the world. The emigres helped
incubate ethnic/religious hatreds amid European vélkisch nationalists. The
young Heinrich Himmler read the Protocols. He confided to his diary that
the book “explains everything and tells us whom we must fight next time”
(Altshuler, 1990: 284; Kenez, 1992; Levene, 1993; Mayer, 2000: 377-89,
SI3-26).

But cleansing by more moderate means also had more respectable sup-
porters. Cleansing by resettlement — partly voluntary but mostly coerced de-
portations — was officially ratified by the 1918 peace treaties implementing
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Woodrow Wilson’s doctrine of national self-determination. In his speeches
President Wilson had consistently confused liberal and organic conceptions
of democracy. The Entente Powers, he said, were fighting for “representa-
tive democracy” and for “national self-determination” — the combination
meaning in practice democracy for each majority nationality. At the time the
United States was at its multiethnic high point, having received in the previ-
ous decade its greatest ever flow of immigrants. But U.S. immigrants did not
challenge the state, and Americans tended (and still tend today) to conceive
of minority rights in individual, not collective, terms. Individual rights are
protected by the Constitution. American politicians like Wilson — just like
British and French politicians of the time — believed that it was sufficient to
create unitary nation-states with constitutionally enshrined individual rights.

The Versailles delegates replaced the Austro-Hungarian and European
parts of the Russian and Ottoman multinational empires with a dozen new
states. Apart from Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia, each was effectively as-
signed to a dominant ethnicity comprising at least 65 percent of its popula-
tion. Anyone dissatisfied had the right to change his or her state within one
year. It was expected that minorities might move to a state where they would
be part of the ethnic majority. After a year, those staying put had to hope
that their state would respect the treaty clauses guaranteeing minority rights.
Most did not, and the Entente Powers had no interest in, and the League of
Nations no power to, enforce them. The League’s secretary, the Habsburg
historian Charles Macartney, penetrated to the core of the problem. He noted
that for a minority, four things were possible: the revision of frontiers to min-
imize minorities; emigration and population exchange; “physical slaughter”;
or changes in constitutions away from the nation-state form (Hayden, 1996:
735). Macartney preferred the last option, but the nation-state ideal was too
strong for him.

The immediate result was discrimination against minorities plus coerced
emigration. The war had seen large refugee flows, but the peace settle-
ment increased the flow. By 1926 there were nearly 1o million European
refugees, including 1.5 million exchanged between Greece and Turkey,
280,000 exchanged between Greece and Bulgaria, 2 million Poles, over
2 million Russians and Ukrainians, nearly 1 million Germans, nearly 250,000
Hungarians, and 200,000 Estonians, Latvians, and Lithuanians. These num-
bers are mind-boggling. Over 6o million Europeans had been ruled by a for-
eign power before 1914 compared to only 25 million afterward. In Eastern
Europe subordinate nationalities had been reduced from a half to a quar-
ter of the population. Citizenship was now substantially identified with
ethnicity, with minorities in danger of becoming second-class citizens. It
was believed that this was better than keeping the ethnicities mixed. Ethnic
conflict in the Ottoman Empire had recently brought genocide committed
against the Armenians and wild deportations of Greeks. The multiethnic
Ottoman Empire had become a Turkish Republic, without Armenians or
Greeks, even without most of its Arabs. Population exchanges followed by
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some discrimination was considered a reasonable solution, encouraged by
the Great Powers, both European and American.

So organic nation-statism surged through half of interwar Europe — in
Germany, Austria, Italy, Spain, Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Romania,
Hungary, Bulgaria, Greece, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia. Organic move-
ments demanding national liberation from foreign rule also grew among
Slovakians, Ukrainians, and Croatians. Brubaker (1996: chap. 3) argues that
interwar ethnic relations arraigned three main types of actors: national mi-
norities (i.e., forming a minority in their present state), nationalizing states
(where the majority nationality wishes the state to reflect only its identity —
i.e., organic nationalism), and foreign homeland states (i.e., of national mi-
norities). Jews and gypsies would constitute a fourth pariab nation type:
minorities without a homeland state. But the most dangerous feature of the
early interwar period was that respectable conservatives were moving to-
ward organic nationalism. Instead of justifying their mildly statist rule in the
name of an essentially passive people (as in the past), conservatives began to
compete with the left by mobilizing the people behind nationalism (Mann,
1995). Conservatives and organic nationalists joined forces in authoritarian
movements that seized power in all the states and movements just mentioned,
except for the Czech and Bulgarian lands. This was to exacerbate conflict
between minorities, nationalizing states, homeland states — and the pariah
Jews and gypsies.

Organicists were also denouncing leftists as quasi-ethnic enemies of the
nation. Liberals were denounced as foreign internationalists, and socialists
as internationalists or Bolsheviks, a term conveying both Russian and Asiatic
connotations. Religious and ethnic minorities served foreign states. By the
1930s attempts to merely assimilate minorities were fading. Germans and
Czechs, Poles and Ukrainians, Croats and Serbs, and other groups claimed
to possess different essences, partly biological, partly cultural, but not very
malleable. To protect the organic unity of their nation, they discriminated
against minorities in education and the civil service and curtailed minorities’
freedom of association, hoping to induce their emigration. Yet geopolitics
played a moderating role. Almost every national minority was a majority in
another state, usually a neighbor. Diplomacy between neighboring states to
avoid retaliation could mitigate cleansing nationalism. Only the Jews and the
Gypsies had no homeland and no protectors against the organic nation-state.
But all minorities might be harmed if the geopolitical balance of Central and
Eastern Europe were upset.

CONCLUSION

Modernity generated two different conceptions of democracy. Northwest-
ern European regimes accepted interest group and class conflict within the
citizen body. They sought to institutionalize rather than repress it and so
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developed liberal, not organic, forms of democracy. Class trumped ethnicity,
as it had in most of previous history. But in Central and Eastern Europe, de-
mocratization struggles increasingly pitted a local ethnicity against a foreign
imperial ruler. Here ethnicity began to rival class, though not yet trumping it,
since conservative, liberal, and socialist parties dominated until World War I.
But in multiethnic circumstances, a majority ethnicity can rule through
majoritarian democracy, as elections become ethnic censuses. Bell-Fialkoff
(1996: 48) correctly concludes, “The real culprits are the ideals of freedom,
self-determination, and representative democracy.” Democratization had its
dark side. This might potentially be very dark, for unlike classes, ethnic
communities are not so interdependent. They can live in their own cleansed
communities with their own organic state.

These trends began to encourage ideas of founding the state upon eth-
nic homogeneity. They encouraged Europeans to consider solving ethnic
disputes and a supposed “Jewish question” by population transfers. They
produced embittered refugees embracing enhanced nation-statism. And they
sat amid broader scientific racism. World War I then saw the defeat of all the
major multinational empires; its citizen warfare also boosted paramilitarism.
Yet political opposition was generally only banned and imprisoned, while
ethnic and religious minorities only suffered discrimination and some co-
erced emigration. Anti-Semitism remained largely casual, its worst excesses
the short-lived pogroms. Organicist movements remained small, and a post-
war flurry of paramilitary killings subsided. We can trace Nazi genocide
backward to these antecedents, for the Nazis were the most extreme propo-
nents of a tradition of modern science, modern politics, and modern society.
Yet no one could have anticipated how these cleansing tendencies would end.
Only with hindsight, smoothing over the “twisted path to Auschwitz,” can
we know that they culminated in the most singlemindedly genocidal regime
the world has ever seen.



4

Genocidal Democracies in the New World

“If ever we are constrained to lift the hatchet against any tribe, we shall
never lay it down till that tribe is exterminated, or driven beyond the
Mississippi. . . . In war, they will kill some of us; we shall destroy all of them.”
This is the first chapter in which we will meet perpetrators of murderous
ethnic cleansing like this man. But he was no colonial desperado. He was
Thomas Jefferson, third president of the United States.

The previous two chapters suggested that murderous ethnic cleansing had
been uncommon until quite recently. I traced the emergence of dangerous
organic conceptions of democracy in 19th-century Eastern and Southern
Europe, contrasting them with the more tolerant liberal democracy domi-
nating Northwest Europe. Yet most liberal countries also had colonies. There
both organic and liberal conceptions of we, the people coexisted. On the one
hand, the settlers recognized themselves as divided into diverse interests and
classes, and their political parties represented this diversity amid liberal in-
stitutions. On the other hand, this entire people had the singular quality of
being “civilized” and did not include “natives,” “savages,” “orientals,” and
so on. The difference was later recast as racial. The “lower races” were not
a part of we, the people.

Thus some of the states I earlier called liberal were in reality dual, with an
extremely dark side many miles away in their colonies. Class compromise,
representative rule, and tolerance among Europeans developed above terrible
atrocities against very large out-groups. The worst cases, in the United States
and Australia, amounted to the most successful cleansing the world may have
ever seen. They were committed by settler democracies, at first de facto, then
de jure. Such is the doleful story of this chapter.

A GENERAL MODEL OF COLONIAL CLEANSING

Virtually all European colonies were conquered violently, but only some
went on to murderous cleansing afterward. I study variations among Spanish
Mexico, Australia, the United States, the Russian Caucasus, and German
South West Africa. I argue that the more they embodied settler democracy,
either de facto or de jure, the more the murderous cleansing. However (un-
fortunately for such a simple causal analysis), they also differed by other
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factors that influenced the degree of cleansing — like type of economy or type
of rule over natives. So I will pay more attention to variation between author-
itarian and democratic periods within each colony than I will to differences
between colonies.

Economic Power

Unlike other cases discussed in this book, underlying the ethnic conflict was
a direct economic conflict over who should possess and use the land, the
natives or the colonists (Smith, 1997: 229, calls it utilitarian genocide). But
there were five main types of colonial economy bringing ascending levels of
violence by settlers against natives.

1. Trade. Where Europeans merely traded with natives without settling
their land, they were few in number, unable to impose much force. Where
trade did lead to conquest, small numbers still usually ensured that they
ruled indirectly, through native elites retaining many powers. This was of-
ten so in Asia, which was near the rim of the European logistical reach.
Trading settlements did not often involve much ethnic cleansing after the
initial entry. At the worst, this might degenerate into partial politicide, to
eliminate part of the native leadership class. But other local elites were still
needed as trading partners and client rulers. I will not discuss trading colonies
further.

2. Plunder and tribute-taking. This was important in the early stages of
colonization. Spanish incursions into America initially involved massive loot-
ing of gold and silver. This could result in slaughter in seizing the loot, but
not in subsequent ethnic cleansing. For tribute, the conqueror needs live
subjects. I will discuss Spanish plunder and tribute-taking in Mexico. These
first two types roughly correspond to the first of the four colonial regimes
distinguished by Fieldhouse (1965) and Fredrickson (1988) — the occupation
colony, where the colonial regime seeks military and political control and
economic tribute, but does not seek to control land or labor.

3. Settlement using a dispersed labor force. Much settler farming was
small-scale, using native labor scattered thinly over the colony. Though the
initial land seizure might involve violence, severe repression was thereafter
impractical and cleansing was not desired — whether free, indentured, or
even slave labor was used. This type of economy roughly corresponds to
Fieldhouse’s and Fredrickson’s mixed type of colony, which they also see as
typically associated with Spanish colonization. It will not figure much in this
chapter.

4. Settlement using a concentrated labor force. Mining and plantations
typically involved large, concentrated labor forces — closely and often bru-
tally supervised. Fieldhouse and Fredrickson saw these plantation colonies
as pioneered by the Portuguese. Given a labor surplus, the natives might
be callously worked to death. If labor was scarce, the colonists might show
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more restraint. Despite its brutality, this type of settlement did not usually
lead to deliberate murderous cleansing, though it sometimes brought eth-
nocide, unintended deaths resulting from callous labor practices, requiring
further importation of slave labor from elsewhere. I touch upon this type
but do not focus upon it.

5. Settlement not requiring native labor. The settlers used the land, but
with their own or some other labor, not the natives’. This is Fieldhouse’s
and Fredrickson’s pure settlement colony, pioneered, they believe, by the
English. Max Weber observed that throughout history “conquering peas-
ant communities” have sought to “wipe out” native populations (1958:
165). The Europeans wanted fertile land, which was usually already in-
habited. If natives were thinly spread out hunter-gatherers, they needed
large spaces for their subsistence. Despite the natural abundance of regions
like North America, large settler populations put pressure on the habi-
tat, causing great hardship among natives. Since most colonial economies
were much more productive than the natives’ one, they generated large eco-
nomic surpluses capable of provisioning further conquest and cleansings.
Such colonies are the main focus of this chapter. They perpetrated mass
murder.

Even here, however, two lesser forms of cleansing were still possible. A
division of the land might occur, so that the two communities could live
segregated from each other. The Europeans would likely take most good land,
but survival might remain possible for both. This was what settlers termed
protection or reservations. Alternatively, natives could assimilate, some as
small property owners, most as laborers. If native, society was stratified,
lateral aristocratic assimilation might result, assimilating elites but not the
masses. These were the main economic variations.

Political Power

Political power also brought variations in the treatment of natives. Small
settler and trading groups sometimes made no formal political claims on the
land. But their desire for monopolies encouraged political claims, and most
settlers arrived in the name of states. On landing, Europeans would plant a
flag, round up some natives, and make a long speech to them in an utterly
unintelligible language, claiming the land and its people for the Crown (or the
republic). This political claim to a monopoly over the land and people was
nonnegotiable, likely to bring determined resistance. But often Europeans
could not enforce the claim. Three types of political enforcement brought
ascending levels of violence.

1. Extraterritoriality. Europeans could not conquer the most powerful ri-
val states of the world, like the Chinese or Japanese or Ottoman Empires.
But they could achieve extraterritorial powers, whereby their merchants
would not be subject to local law and would enjoy privileges or monopolies.
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Sometimes this brought much violence, as in the Chinese Opium Wars. But
it did not bring cleansing, since the locals were regarded as useful trading
partners and consumers. I touch upon extraterritoriality when dealing with
the Ottoman Empire in Chapter 5.

2. Indirect rule. Europeans might conquer — usually with the help of native
allies — but not be strong enough to rule on their own. They had to be con-
tent with indirect rule or protectorates, permitting native rulers to continue
while paying obeisance and tribute to the colonial authority. Indirect rule
involved compromise and only limited violence and cleansing. Yet further
settler waves generally put pressure on the colonial administration to go for
more direct rule.

3. Direct rule. Where they dominated, the Europeans insisted on direct
rule, involving the complete submission of native rulers and masses to their
powers and laws. This invariably happened where large numbers of settlers
arrived and stayed, claiming their state — “rule by the people” — but not
including natives. There now resulted a clash of rival sovereignties over the
same territory (my theses 3 and 4).

Whatever the enforcement powers, however, colonial governments almost
never wanted to kill the natives beyond what was necessary for conquest.
They wanted live natives to tax and conscript. So where settlers wanted to
eliminate the native population, governments had a dilemma. They tended
to be wavering actors, caught in the middle between more extreme settlers
and more moderate churches (see later). But on the ground, the settlers, not
themselves, often controlled the territory, especially in newly settled frontier
areas. This was often a de facto settler democracy long before it also became
de jure. Either might be bad news for the natives.

Europeans could generally wield superior political resources than native
polities could. Aztecs and Incas could mobilize, but only through loose and
fragile federations of peoples and city-states. Europeans could divide and
rule, offering allied elites indirect rule and lateral aristocratic assimilation,
culturally assimilating elites but not masses into a civilized identity. Yet in
North America natives were usually fragmented into many tribes, clans, or
nations, each rather fissiparous. Chiefs had great autonomy but little power,
and few could make deals involving lateral aristocratic assimilation since
they could not provide stable indirect rule. In the 19th century, U.S. gov-
ernment agencies further exploited this political weakness. They claimed
to have made treaties with an Indian nation on the basis of a deal made
with a small, unrepresentative group of desperate, starving chiefs prepared
to sign away extensive tribal lands in exchange for paltry rewards. Con-
versely, native survival was helped where Europeans fought against each
other, as they did in most early stages of colonization. But when one colonial
power was ceded full sovereignty over a territory by its European rivals,
this was bad news for the natives, since their powers of maneuver were
gone.
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Military Power

The clash was solved by war. The Europeans came armed, seeking conquest.
The balance of military power varied according to numbers and technical and
organizational capacities. Where Europeans were few, they could not easily
conquer, but they increasingly made up for numerical weakness by more
powerful military organization and technology. Some wars were costly, since
natives might long remain dangerous, but the outcome of battles if colonial
resources could be focused on them was not generally in doubt, especially
in 19th-century colonies after the development of quick-firing guns. If the
Europeans wished to cleanse murderously, they could increasingly do so
with little risk to themselves — perhaps more easily than any other group
of conquerors in history (my thesis 4b). But military power also involves
tactical matters. As noted in Chapter 1, certain types of warfare are more
likely to tactically lure soldiers into more campaigns aimed against civilians.

Ideological Power

We saw that barbarians invading the Roman Empire had actually been its
neighbors. But the Europeans now arrived from afar by means of a nav-
igational revolution, and at first they seemed like aliens. Aztecs debated
whether the first conquistadores were gods and fatally delayed their initial
response; Hawaiians supposedly debated whether Captain Cook might be
the god Lono — though if they really did think this, it proved fatal for him, not
them. These were examples of native ideological explanations of the great
difference and the superiority of European economic, military, political, and
biological power — the main thrust of ideological power. Little social con-
struction of ethnicity was needed. No European doubted who was native
and who was European, though natives had to modify their sense of iden-
tity. They had not previously regarded themselves collectively as natives —
they were of diverse clans, lineages, nations, and states. They were now
forced to construct themselves as collectively distinct from white Europeans.
Nonetheless, colonial ethnic conflicts had a degree of facticity to which the
constructivist theories discussed in Chapter 1 are less appropriate.
Superiority was not entirely objective, since colonists behaved savagely and
treacherously. As Trigger (1994) says, their behavior ensured that they were
not regarded as gods for long. But in terms of economic, military, and polit-
ical resources, colonists were superior. The colonists explained this in terms
of models drawn from their own history: “higher” civilizations overcoming
“lower” ones and “civilization” overcoming “barbarity” or “savagery.” This
was the very meaning of history and progress. It was inevitable, what God
intended. Being civilized also involved notions of personal hygiene, clothing,
and manner that could make repugnant interpersonal contact with “dirty,”
unclothed, and “unrestrained” natives. Natives were often dying of disease
in front of them, seemingly physically unfit to live amid a higher civilization.
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Civilizational models of history and progress meant that it was easy for set-
tlers to develop ideologies of superiority to justify whatever treatment they
meted out to the natives, insulating themselves from moral risk (as thesis 4b
suggested). We should not wonder at their contempt for natives. It seemed
self-evident.

Of course, Europeans, like natives, were careful observers and noted dif-
ferences. If they found complex cities, monuments, irrigation agriculture,
or even peoples of proud bearing, they modified their judgment. Pragmatic
needs also influenced their ideology. If they needed to rule indirectly through
native elites, or if they needed natives as stable sexual partners, they moder-
ated their views.

Christianity complicated their models. It reinforced the savage—civilized
dichotomy, since Christians alone had truth. The Christian church also said
that Christians had the right to dispossess non-Christians of their land by
right of discovery. Yet even savages were believed to have souls. Natives were
literally in a “state of nature,” naturales, but they should be led to the true
faith — and thence to civilization. Conversion involves assimilation, cleans-
ing culture, not lives. Christianity strengthened dispossession but weakened
murderous cleansing. Later, the Enlightenment, liberalism, and socialism
brought secular moderating ideologies. So the stronger the power of reli-
gious/humanitarian groups, the less the murderous cleansing. This gives us a
third colonial actor, professional ideologists — churches, religious orders, mis-
sionaries, humanitarian movements. After initial conquest and land seizure,
they were usually more restrained in their treatment of natives, though they
were not immune to ethnic stereotypes or to their own material interests in
dispossessing the natives.

Biology/Ecology

One further form of power lies outside my four-part model. The Europeans
had biological power superiority in the temperate zones of settlement, where
they unwittingly carried lethal disease microbes. Natives in first contact with
Europeans (and especially with their animals) succumbed to everyday Eu-
ropean diseases, for which they had built up no immunity. Diseases were
easily the biggest killers of most native populations, though they worked in
conjunction with food shortages and fertility declines that were more deliber-
ately induced by the Europeans (Thornton, 1997). Disease epidemics accom-
panied European penetration, making conquest much easier. New England
colonists found expansion easy amid sick and dying natives unable to work
or fight, pleading, arms outstretched for help. This was the main component
of ethnocide in the temperate zones — reinforcing Europeans’ sense of their
power superiority.

Ecology mattered. Cleansing was much greater in the temperate zones
of the new continents, which were hospitable to European settlement. This
primarily meant the Americas, Australasia, and small zones across Africa.
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This is where Europeans imposed what Crosby (1986) calls ecological im-
perialism, domination by European humans, weeds, animals, and disease
microbes. The result was cataclysmic, the greatest eliminations of popula-
tions ever recorded.

In Australia the aboriginal population before the arrival of the First Fleet
in 1788 was probably just above 300,000. By 1901 only about 93,000 re-
mained. The low point was reached in 1921, when about 72,000 survived.
Over little more than a century the attrition had been almost 8o percent.
Then the aboriginal population stabilized. After 1961 it even began to grow
(Smith, 1980: 12, 69—70).

In the Americas, regions with large settler populations lost about 9o per-
cent of their natives. Across the whole continent the total pre-Columbian
population may have been 6o—100 million. Over half died (Stannard, 1992:
74—5, 81—7, 118, 146, 266-8). In the area now occupied by the United States,
estimates of the pre-Columbian Indian population are generally 4—9 million.
In the U.S. Census of 1900 there were only 237,000 Indians, a loss of at
least 95 percent. Extermination happened last, and so is most visible to us,
in California. The Spanish missionaries estimated that there were 310,000
natives on their arrival in 1769. By 1849, when the gold rush began, the
population had been halved. Thereafter it fell even faster as settlement ex-
panded. By 1860, after 1o years of statehood, Californian Indians numbered
only 31,000 —an 8o percent loss rate over only 12 years! The Third Reich also
lasted 12 years and killed 70 percent of European Jews. Finally, things began
to ease. By 1880 there were still over 20,000 Californian Indians. In the 20th
century their number grew slightly (Almaguer, 1994: 107,000-130,000, but
all figures are crude estimates; Thornton, 1997). How did this cataclysm
happen, how intentional was it, and who perpetrated it? I explore variations
between those wielding political power (colonial and postcolonial political
elites), ideological power (mainly churches), and economic power (settlers).
Military power might be wielded by either states or settlers. Biological power
was wielded, usually unintentionally, by all of them.

MEXICO

The Spanish first entered Caribbean islands where they did not face orga-
nized states, usually through privateering ventures. They killed native elites
and coerced and overworked natives on their estates and mines. They forced
native women into sexual relations so that fewer Indians reproduced Indi-
ans. Their pigs and sheep destroyed the vegetation that nourished the natives.
But above all, European animals carried diseases that ravaged native popu-
lations, including those who never even saw the conquistadores. In terrible
ethnocides the native populations were wiped out — unintentionally, though
with great callousness.

On the mainland, the Spanish confronted an advanced civilization. Cortes
noted that these Indians were “of much greater intelligence than those of the
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other islands. Indeed, they appeared to us to possess such understanding as
is sufficient for an ordinary citizen to conduct himself in a civilised country.”
Though daunted by the size of the armies that the Aztecs could bring into
the field, he recognized their divisions, quoting St. Mark: “Every kingdom
divided against itself will be brought to destruction” (Thomas, 1993: 576,
245). Cortes recruited as allies city-states that were restive under Aztec rule.
His initial Plan A was to impose sovereignty, while allowing allies some po-
litical autonomy, and to plunder gold and silver, settle the land, and convert
souls. His chronicler, Bernal Diaz del Castillo, cheerfully admitted, “To bring
light to those in darkness, and also to get rich, which is what all of us men
commonly seek” (quoted by Farris, 1984: 29).

During the conquest the worst Spanish atrocities amounted to exemplary
repression. About 20 Mexican towns suspected of betrayal had their men
killed, their women and children enslaved, their buildings burned. Dogs
were occasionally used to tear victims apart. More commonly, the Spaniards
would turn aside while their native allies tore apart their former rulers and
ate them. Such were the accusations made by Bartolome de las Casas, bishop
of San Cristobal, Chiapas, and the conquistadores only denied the details.
One defended the destruction of Tepeaca (in retaliation for the murder of
12 Spanish captains): “It was convenient to impose the said punishment for
the pacification of the land...and in order to put fear into the naturales
so that they did no hurt to the Spaniards.” But the Spaniards often lost
self-control when they believed someone was concealing gold. Rich Aztecs
were tortured to reveal hiding places; a few were ripped apart in search of
swallowed jewels. These were emotional outbursts marring what was gener-
ally an instrumentally rational campaign. After the fall of the Aztec capital,
Tenochtitlan, many of its captains were executed. Yet the other inhabitants
were allowed to leave the destroyed city in peace (Thomas, 1995: 243—5,
262, 434=9, 459, 5275 544)-

There was a tactical lure away from murderous cleansing toward making
distinctions between friendly, neutral, and hostile natives. Allies were desper-
ately needed. This campaign requirement was decisive in luring the conquis-
tadores away from undifferentiated murder. In their exemplary repression,
the conquistadores were traditional imperial conquerors, so their Plan A
did not aim at ethnic cleansing. Settlement involved lording it over na-
tives who would do all the work, if necessary by coercion. But they had
learned from the Caribbean experience, and in Mexico they developed the
encomienda system. The Crown granted to Spanish settlers the land and
the people on it as virtual serfs. They were not allowed to drive the natives
away and they had to protect them, though labor conditions could be very
harsh.

Since the settlers were overwhelmingly male, they needed women. Span-
ish tolerance of ethnic diversity ensured that many native partners became
wives, begetting children in stable mixed marriages. Relative numbers — far
more natives than Europeans — meant that native marriages and procreation
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continued alongside mixed marriages. There was no major fertility decline
among the natives. The conquest had also been clothed in religious legiti-
macy by “their Most Catholic Majesties” and always involved clerics saving
souls, thus assimilating natives. Priests and religious orders were powerful
at the kings’ and the viceroys’ courts. The Spanish gentry were fighting for
command posts in New Spain, and accusations of maltreatment of natives
could get rivals barred from office (the charge was raised against Cortes him-
self). Clerics administered the same rites to mixed and native marriages and
helped moderate the regime.

Spanish commanders used natives as client rulers, who complied since
they wished to keep their power and wealth. They had to convert, but
this was often outward show. In private they practiced whatever rites they
chose, and the Spanish learned to avoid idol smashing. Native elites joined
in military expeditions, received encomienda and Spanish titles, and their
daughters were married to Spanish officers. Natives became priests and
church musicians; and they used the law courts, often suing Spaniards.
Their descendants became in habits and speech indistinguishable from
the conquistadores (Thomas, 1995: §59-60, 577, 589—90). Regional vari-
ations were mainly determined by relative numbers. Spaniards were 50
percent of the population of Mexico City by 1800, and so ruled there
directly. But they remained under 4 percent in the central plateau and
the Yucatan, and so had to resort to indirect rule through Mayan lords
able to retain their local powers. Mayans said they would assimilate the
Spaniards, not vice versa (Farris, 1984: chaps. 1, 2). In the Yucatan, they
did.

So the Spanish Plan B of long-term settlement involved lateral aristocratic
assimilation — assimilation of elites. The southern and central Yucatan was
not conquered until the mid-19th century (nor were other republicas indias
scattered across South America). There were backlash periods of rebellion,
repression, and enforcement of a racial sense of caste purity. But the long
run saw a mestizo (mixed-race) class/caste ruling over the indios. Mexico,
Guatemala, and Peru saw phases of ethnic cleansing in which peripheral in-
dios were brutally displaced, even exterminated by white or mestizo elites
(Centeno, 2001). But overall a much higher proportion of the native popu-
lation has survived than in North America. Ethnicity and class entwined, as
they still do across Mexico and much of Latin America.

Ferocious initial conquest, pillage, and labor exploitation put the
Spaniards among the deadlier of historical conquerors. In the Aztec Valley
of Mexico, disease contributed most of the 9o percent population loss in the
first century of Spanish rule, an ethnocide. Yet the Spanish remained fewer
than the natives, had to rule through native elites, and wanted native labor-
ers. The Spanish government and the Catholic Church added more moderate
pressures. Spanish rule moderated. Australia and the United States followed
a different trajectory.
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AUSTRALIA

Australian colonization began in 1788 and was consolidated through the
19th century. By then, British military and political power was far superior
to that of the natives. Aborigines could mobilize only small bands with prim-
itive weapons. There was a rather peculiar Plan A: the establishment of a
convict settlement requiring local farming. It was assumed that the natives
would trade with the settlers, help them work the land, and be gradually
taught civilization. There might have to be a show of force, but no one ini-
tially conceived of extermination. This was state-dominated, since British
armed force was also needed within the penal colony. The only clerics were
subservient to the military authorities. Then the practice of releasing con-
victs into the colony after they had served their prison term, plus incoming
waves of free settlers, meant that the colony needed less native labor. Since
the terrain favored the grazing of animals more than arable farming, settle-
ment spread out over very large areas. The aborigines were hunter-gatherers,
requiring even more extensive lands for their subsistence. So there was a fun-
damental conflict over the land, focused on its rivers, water holes, game, and
edible grasses. Aborigines did not have the military or political organization
to fight wars, but they did raid in search of food, spearing cattle and sheep,
stealing sacks of flour, and occasionally killing whites.

To Europeans the hunter-gatherers seemed extraordinarily primitive. They
were almost naked and dirty, and they lacked states, one god, and literacy.
Many settlers viewed them as intelligent animals; others saw them as children
in the bodies of adults; still others were radicalized, seeing them as vermin,
the source of pollution and disease. After the distortion of Darwin’s theories
into social Darwinism after the mid-19th century, most Europeans believed
these were two species (Haebich, 1988: 54, 8o; Markus, 1994: chap. 1). Since
they appeared to have no class differences, none could be regarded as more
civilized than the others — there could be no lateral aristocratic assimilation.
Though big class differences existed among whites, all whites ranked above
all natives. Ethnicity trumped class. The weakness of churches provided little
humanitarian opposition to this ideology. Since aborigines bestowed no value
on the land through labor, they also had no right to it. Since they were unused
to agriculture, most settlers declared that they could not use their labor. Not
until the late 19th century did labor shortages force settlers to really try.
Before then, aborigines were considered idle and shiftless, without a sense of
clock time or a fixed place, unable to accept labor discipline. So aborigines
could be not used, only driven off. The settlers responded with Plan B, driving
them away by force from the area of settlement, initially termed dispersal,
that is, policed deportation.

It did not initially seem too callous, for this vast continent seemed big
enough for both races. Yet the Industrial Revolution in the mother coun-
try fueled expansion of sheep ranches (for wool), followed by cattle ranches
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(industrialized war meant that cattle reared on even poor-quality grass could
produce tallow fat for the greasing of guns). The sheep and cattle ate the ed-
ible grasses, drained the water supply, and destroyed the game. Aborigines
were driven into the more barren interior to face starvation. They regarded
the land as theirs; they felt entitled to its produce. They continued to steal
cattle, sheep, and whatever else they could find. Sometimes they just de-
stroyed them, hoping to force the whites into going away. Occasionally they
murdered them. Such resistance brought massive retaliation by whites call-
ing for “the extermination of the black fiends.” At least 20,000 aborigines,
perhaps many more, were killed by the settlers in sporadic frontier skir-
mishes lasting into the 1920s, some taking the form of killing sprees. The
dead whites probably numbered fewer than 200. This became the Plan C
of some frontier settlers as deportations became wild and degenerated into
local genocide. They felt they had been “driven” to this by aboriginal resis-
tance and encroachment. It was “self-defense” and in frontier areas settlers
could act first, without seeking political legitimation from above and with
little risk to themselves.

There was also some ethnocide, though disease was not the immediate
killer it had been in Spanish America. Aborigines tended to suffer more
from prolonged contact. The deadliest diseases were social ones. In fron-
tier areas, white males dominated and settlers forced sex from aboriginal
women. There were a few marriages and more stable common-law unions,
but even more abductions, rapes, and hunger-induced prostitution. Soon
there were far more settlers than natives. All this combined to retard abo-
riginal reproduction. Young aboriginal women were kept away from their
men, ensuring fewer full-blood and more mixed-race infants. Venereal dis-
eases swept through aboriginal camps on the fringes of white settlements,
producing physical degeneration and early death in a malnourished popu-
lation incapable of dealing with alcohol. By 1850 most whites believed the
race was dying out.

Settlers’ actions were contrary to colonial administrators’ intentions. All
governors declared benign intentions toward natives, urging settlers to “con-
ciliate their affections” and finance protectorates (reservations) for natives.
They offered natives the full protection of the English law. The British al-
lowed only limited settler self-rule until midcentury and persistently tried to
restrain cleansing even thereafter. When Britain granted western Australia
self-government in 1889, it tried to retain control of native affairs. Yet far
across the globe the Westminster Parliament took little interest and pro-
vided it with inadequate resources. The settlers had de facto local con-
trol, especially in outback regions. A rancher/gold miner who was chief
protector of aborigines in western Australia state suggested that “if the
government shut their eyes for six months and let the settlers deal with
the natives in their own way it would stop the depredations” (Haebich,
1988: 97). The administration lacked funds and local support for benevolent
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paternalism. In practice it had to abandon it (Markus, 1994: 23—9; Rowley,
1970: Part I).

There was an enormous military difference between local settlers and
natives: between guns and spears, between young white men riding horses
and running aboriginal families of all ages. The standard settler retaliation
for thefts of stock was to surround an aborigine camp at night, attack at
dawn, and massacre men, women, and children alike. This was arbitrary
justice. After one theft incident, an aboriginal camp was stormed “and men,
women and children were shot indiscriminately. Some took to the river and
were shot as they swam. Their dead bodies subsequently floated down past
the Settlement.” The theft was later traced to a white employee (Rowley,
1970: 112-13). When hungry aborigines stole flour, the settlers would leave
poisoned sacks of flour for them to find. Settlers rarely had to call in soldiers
to help them remove aborigines. A Queensland aborigine gave the native
view:

We were hunted from our ground, shot, poisoned and had our daughters, sisters, and
wives taken from us...what a number were poisoned at Kilcoy.. .. They stole our
ground where we used to get food, and when we got hungry and took a bit of flour
or killed a bullock to eat, they shot us or poisoned us. All they give us now for our
land is a blanket once a year. (Quoted by Rowley, 1970: 158)

For routine force after the introduction of responsible statehood, settlers
relied on their own local paramilitaries, Native police forces officered by
local whites and manned by detribalized aborigines. This enabled offload-
ing of moral blame onto aborigines, confirming some stereotypes of sav-
agery. Their job was to disperse the natives with gunfire. One officer was
asked during an inquiry: ““Do you not think there is any other way of deal-
ing with them, except by shooting them?’ Came the response: ‘No, I don’t
think they can understand anything else except by shooting them’” (Rowley,
1970: 158-63). These killing sprees were described euphemistically as “dis-
persal” or even “having a picnic with the Natives,” unlike North American
colonists who were usually blunt in admitting “exterminations.” The courts
were of no practical use to natives. Until the 1840s, they deemed aborig-
ines incapable of understanding the law. Then the colonial administration
allowed aboriginal evidence, but settler juries discounted it anyway. Whites
were almost never brought to justice for their atrocities (Markus, 1994:
46-8).

There developed what Rowley has termed a triangle of tension between
settlers, missionaries, and the British government — the settlers being the
most hard-line, churchmen favoring conversion and conciliation, and the
government favoring compromise. Disputes among settlers were generally
decided by “experts” who “knew the aborigine” and concluded that “he
needed a firm hand.” Social Darwinism helped. There was a world historical
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inevitability to aborigines’ decline: they had no future, so get rid of them
now. B. D. Moorehead, later prime minister, declared

What was being done in Queensland was being done in every country. . . . The colonist
had come here as white men and were going to put the black man out.. .. The lower
race must give way before the superior race. . . . [It was a mistake] . . . to try and initiate
a course of action by which these poor creatures would be enabled to linger out an
existence which was bound to cease on the advance of the Anglo-Saxon....The
blackfellows had to go, and go they must...the aboriginal race was [not] worth
preserving. If there were no aboriginals it would be a very good thing. (Markus,

1994: 36—7)

Hunter-gatherers in the interior and the far north provided most of the full-
blooded survivors into the 2oth century, though more mixed-blood aborig-
ines lived on the margins of white settlements, somehow eking out livings,
despised, coping with poor health, diseases, and alcoholism. Where more
intensive agriculture or industry developed after about 1870, surviving abo-
riginal communities found some opportunities for steady work. After T900
the “white Australia” immigration policy, devised to “keep the race pure,”
dried up Asian labor, and some employers ignored union and Labour Party
objections and turned to aborigines. By the early 20th century, policy had
moderated to protection, that is, segregation — a kind of Plan D. Laws pre-
vented aborigines from entering towns and cities without an official per-
mit. Some states had powers over marriages, preventing aborigines from
marrying each other or half-breeds from marrying whites. But some pop-
ulation revival brought recognition that aborigines were not going to die
out. Since mass killing was now out of the question, this problem was here
to stay.

So coercive assimilation (Plan E) dominated from the 1940s until the
1970s, a product of global decolonization and deracialization. Assimilation
was seen as possible, though mixed bloods were viewed as easier cases and
aborigines could become citizens only if they renounced their tribal associ-
ations and culture. States except for Victoria could remove aboriginal chil-
dren from their parents, to be brought up as orphans in white institutions or
homes. This phase ended only with the election of Gough Whitlam’s Labour
government in 1972. Full citizenship was proclaimed plus the restoration “to
the Aboriginal people of Australia their lost powers of self-determination
in economic, social and political affairs.” Aborigines now have full citizen
rights plus the freedom of their own culture and organizations, though in
practice such multiculturalism is combined with discrimination (Haebich,
1988; Hunter, 1993; Markus, 1994; Rowley, 1972). This is far from perfect
but a lot better than aboriginal history.

But the southern island of Tasmania took no part in this improvement.
Its ecology differed. The island is everywhere hospitable to European small
farming, and this occurred early. Here we see what happened when settlers
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had full powers and no desire to use aboriginal labor. About 4,500 abo-
rigines lived on the island when they arrived in 1804. Every full-blooded
aborigine was wiped out inside 8o years. The last man died in 1869, the
last woman in 1876. A few of mixed blood survived. Shooting on sight,
“hunting parties,” and poisoning flour were more common here. The is-
land’s colonial administration urged conciliation, but in 1830 Lieutenant-
Governor Arthur succumbed to settler pressures on his Legislative Council
and declared a massive “drive” launched across the island to round up the
remaining 2,000 aborigines and place them on reservations. This was a fail-
ure, since the aborigines evaded their pursuers. Reservation policy was now
entrusted to George Robinson, known as the “conciliator,” who had lived
unarmed among the aborigines and believed they presented no threat. His
influence among the aborigines enabled him to round them up. Had they
stayed on the fringes of farms and sheep stations, the settlers would have
killed them all. But Robinson’s policed deportations sadly had the same re-
sult. The last aborigines were transported to a small island and crowded
together with little food. Disease and malnutrition carried them off over the
next two decades, to the unconcern of whites (Cocker, 1998: chaps. 7-11;
Hughes, 1987: 414—24; Rowley, 1970: 43-53; Smith, 1980: 70). Tasmania
was the extreme case of settlers requiring the land but not the labor. This was
a rolling genocide that nobody quite planned but to which most contributed
their bit. A de facto settler democracy perpetrated it when the colonial gov-
ernment caved in.

This was so right across Australia. From the 1850s on, settler democracy
was effectively in control. Rowley says that “no indigenous peoples have
been more completely at the mercy of typical settler democracies, where the
standards of parliament are those of the settlers” (1972: 23, 72, 132, 137).
Elimination came in many short-lived rolling waves of settler penetration,
resistance, and deportations — sometimes followed by sudden, mostly un-
premeditated genocidal bursts. The language of planning — of Plan A, B,
C, and so on — might not be appropriate to the fluid circumstances of the
outback before the onset of stabilized political institutions. This combina-
tion continued until labor shortages, followed by changing global political
and humanitarian climates, forced more assimilatory and eventually more
multicultural practices.

THE UNITED STATES

In several respects, North American colonization lay between the Aus-
tralian and Mexican cases. The natives posed an intermediate level of threat,
formidable in battle, persistent in campaigns, but fighting only in smallish
groups. Their level of civilization also seemed inferior to that of Europeans.
There was more trade with natives than in Australia, but no native empires
or many minerals worth the looting, as in Mexico. There was neither the
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dire initial conquest and enslavement nor the later widespread assimilation
of the Spanish Empire. But settler pressure on the land proved as relentless
as in Australia.

This happened cumulatively, without long-term premeditation, a mixed
ethnocide/genocide of many rolling waves breaking westward over the
country. Early on, settlers were few and poorly armed, and nations like the
Iroquois and Huron could play off the French against the British. But British
victory in 1763 ended this geopolitical space in the East, as later in the West
did the American victory in California and Texas over the Spanish. Trade
rarely produced terrible consequences. Nash (1992) notes that images of
the Indian developed through trading were milder than those of permanent
settlement. Trade brought stereotypes of natives as primitive but winsome,
perhaps ignorant and sometimes dangerous, but nonetheless viewed as re-
ceptive to European ideas and goods. Indians who traded were also useful,
not to be removed.

But settler farmers, not traders, eventually predominated. They needed
labor, but their early attempts to capture and tie Indians to dependent la-
bor failed. These hunter-gatherers wasted the land; they did not improve
it, they were idle. From John Locke to contemporary Israelis dispossessing
Palestinians, Europeans have argued that those who work and improve the
land are entitled to it. The New World was thus vacuum domicilium or
terra nullius, an “empty” home or land, the bounty of God to civilized
peoples. They made lesser attempts to employ the natives, convert them
to Christianity, intermarry with them, or culturally assimilate them. The
Puritans wished in theory to convert them but felt they had not the resources
to do so, and they sometimes described their own frightful atrocities — like the
frying of Indian men, women, and children in villages they had torched — as
“God laughing at his enemies” (Nash, 1992: 84).

The first genocidal incidents came early, in 1622 in Virginia and in 1637
during the Pequot War in New England. The settlers kept on coming, decade
after decade, waves upon waves of them. Some ploughed Indian lands, oth-
ers grazed cattle, some mined. Merely crossing the land with roads, staging
posts, and later railroads scared away the game. But they also hunted the
game to extinction, selling meat and hides for the insatiable appetite of the
cities. The Indians’ environment became degraded and they died, even with-
out wars. Survivors depended on government handouts of essential supplies
for which they traded off their lands, sometimes unwittingly. The settlers
had the political and military power to achieve these dire ends without much
risk to themselves. There were forcible mass deportations of sick and hun-
gry natives, whose chances of survival outside their traditional lands were
poor. The Indians were crowded onto smaller and smaller hunting lands
and reservations. Many Europeans recognized the relentless ethnocide this
involved but did nothing. It provoked some braves to raid settlers’ farms
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out of hunger and anger, and intermittently to rebel. When Indians resisted,
Europeans responded with retaliation — actually, fearsome escalation. Some
frankly advocated genocide.

Europeans perceived an enormous difference in civilizational level between
themselves and natives. The natives were illiterate, “idolatrous,” “heathen,”
“naked,” and “dirty.” Before their own arrival, this had been a land “full of
wild beasts and wild men,” “a hideous and desolate wilderness.” The set-
tlers could distinguish between the proud bearing and military skills of the
Plains Indians and the lightly clad hunter-gatherers of California, described
as “beasts,” “swine,” “dogs,” “wolves,” “snakes,” “pigs,” “baboons,” and
“gorillas.” But ultimately, Indians were “savages.” Divine Providence was
there for all to see in the form of disease. John Winthrop described the small-
pox epidemic of 1617 as God’s way of “thinning out” the native population
“to make room for the Puritans.” William Bradford wrote, “It pleased God
to visit these Indians with a great sickness and such a mortality that of a thou-
sand, above nine and a half hundred of them died.” Followers of the Lord,
he said, could only give thanks to “the marvelous goodness and providence
of God” (quotes from Nash, 1992: 136; Stannard, 1992: 238). Whatever they
did to the natives could be justified ideologically. Some say the English were
influenced by experience of the “savage” Irish, but I doubt this. As Chap-
ter 2 showed, the English wished to forcibly assimilate, not eliminate, the
Irish. But to even live among the New World natives would pollute — which
meant that Indian women and children were also at risk. The ideology had
genocidal elements.

But it changed its form during the late 18th and early 19th centuries. Labels
for the natives shifted away from “savage” or “heathen” or casual analogies
with animals to labels of race, influenced by experience with African slaves.
Scientific classification of races as distinct species or as thousands-year-old
adaptations to climate, ecology, disease, and so on then added rigidity, linking
races hierarchically, conjoining physical, temperamental, and moral quali-
ties, and viewing the whole ensemble of races as natural and God-given
(Smedley, 1993: chaps. 4—7). Civilization might be learned, but race was
fixed. God plus science reinforced economic, military, and political power
to make it difficult for Europeans and Indians to live among each other.

Countertendencies were weaker than in the Spanish colonies. The British
colonial state tended to be more moderate than settler communities, partly
because of geopolitical calculations in a period of imperial rivalry. Since they
wanted Indians as auxiliary soldiers against each other, the British, French,
and Spanish authorities were keener to honor Indian treaties than were the
settlers. In this period Indian nations could actually increase their power
and organization by military alliances with a relatively successful European
power, as the Iroquois did in the North and the Creek in the South. But
after the warfare died down, the victorious British Crown had less control
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over settlers than had the Spanish Crown. Nor was the Anglican Church
ever in a monopoly position. The various churches were much closer to the
white settler communities they served. Though local priests and ministers
might be more moderate than their congregations, they had little power over
them. As in Australia, they played second humanitarian fiddle to missionary
movements, which provided the main early pressure group for assimilating
rather than eliminating natives.

There was one great exception: the Quakers of Pennsylvania and New
Jersey. Their determined stance of pacifism toward the Indians not only pro-
tected local Indians for several generations, it also brought in a great influx
of Indians fleeing from cleansing elsewhere. The Quakers could not prevent
the spread of disease. Nor in the long run could they retain political con-
trol of their region. Eventually, most of its Indians also died. North America
was also influenced by the secular Enlightenment. Like the missionaries, this
movement wished to civilize the natives through education. Indians might
be savages, but they were of the same human race, possessed of reason and
often noble, dignified, brave, intelligent, and adaptable to their environment.
Through education they could surely be brought to appreciate private prop-
erty, work, literacy, and religion. This required that Indians abandon the
hunter-warrior culture, the tribal order, and the communal ownership of
land. Intermarriage was in principle favored, but there was to be no cul-
tural compromise, no multiethnicity (Sheehan, 1973: 10; Wallace, 1999).
This would be voluntary assimilation — savages would want to be civilized.
Presidents Washington and Jefferson, several secretaries of war, and federal
Indian agencies all worked closely with missionaries and schools in this as-
similation project. They warned that any resistance would meet with certain
defeat, but they did not conceive of assimilation as coercive. This was not
popular with most settlers, who opposed all assimilation.

The program attracted a few Indians, but it was blatantly contradicted
by the continuous economic, political, and military pressure on them. Since
Indian experience of settlers was of greed, exploitation, and betrayal, they
came to regard whites with as much contempt as flowed in their direction.
Nor could assimilation bring them material gains until after they aban-
doned the very institutions of tribal collectivism that nourished them. Un-
like those of Mexico, most North American Indian societies were egali-
tarian. Chiefs had few privileges or property that they might be anxious
to preserve with lateral aristocratic assimilation. Race trumped class. Nei-
ther community was much interested in intermarriage. Prominent colonials
and traders fathered children by Indian women, but they rarely legitimized
them. Permanent interracial unions were commoner among frontier traders
and laborers in southern colonies with a surplus of males. Mixed blood
was accepted in Indian communities, but most of the few Indians or half-
breeds who tried to join white society were rejected (Nash, 1992: 280-5).
Cherokees who had become private propertied planters were rejected in
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the 1820s, and when Cherokees acquired permanent political institu-
tions, the State of Georgia would not accept them. It lobbied hard for
the deportation of the Cherokee and achieved this in 1834 (Champagne,
1992: 133, 143-6).

By the 1820s, the philanthropists were recognizing the failure of assim-
ilation. So they switched to advocate protection, the policed deportation
of Indians to new tribal lands west of the Mississippi. This, they reasoned,
was better than piecemeal elimination through land-grabbing, murder, and
degradation, allowing time for assimilation to occur later. But when the
deportations occurred during the 1830s, they proved lethal. Many Indians
died in the treks, and the survivors only put more pressure on Indians farther
west. The reality was that ordinary settlers, supported by their local state
governments, refused to have Indians as neighbors, assimilated or not. Nor
did many Indians want assimilation on the terms offered.

The late 19th century eventually saw some moderation into a combina-
tion of cultural suppression and segregated assimilation, a policy sometimes
known as “kill the Indian, spare the man.” Indians were now assimilated as
a marginalized underclass on peripheral reservations. The irony of this early-
2oth-century policy of neglect, as Hoxie (1984: 243—4) points out, was that
it allowed Indian culture to survive, if in poverty-stricken circumstances.
From that base, the current Native American revival could flow.

California contained more Spanish influences, settled for 8o years by the
Spanish until conquered by the United States in 1848. But the Spanish state’s
presence was weak, only a handful of soldiers and administrators protecting
a few settlers and missionaries. The central institution dealing with the Indi-
ans was the chain of Californian Franciscan missions. They were concerned
primarily to save souls, but they also set up entire agricultural communities
to sustain those souls. They sought a benevolent goal, using highly coercive
means.

Father Fermin Lasuen, a Basque, had taken holy orders at age 15. He
was a Franciscan missionary in Mexico at age 24 and then served in the
California missions for 30 years, becoming their second head. His intentions
were benevolent. He wanted to save the Indians through conversion and
assimilation. He knew this was difficult. Indians were “without education,
without government, religion, or respect for authority, and they shamelessly
pursue without restraint whatever their brutal appetites suggest to them.”
How could he transform “a savage race...into a society that is human,
Christian, civil and industrious”? “This can be accomplished only by denat-
uralizing them. It is easy to see what an arduous task this is, for it requires
them to act against nature. But it is being done successfully by means of
patience and by unrelenting effort.” Indians were in a “state of nature,”
different from the Spanish gente de razon, people of reason. While in their
state of nature, created by God, they were to be treated benignly as free men.
Though savages, they could not be exploited, still less driven away or killed.
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But once Indians were baptized, everything changed. They were now under
the authority of the order, and the order became a prison. Long hours of
forced work in the fields were followed by hours of forced prayers in Latin,
of which they understood not a word. Indians girls were locked up at night.
If Indians showed any independence, or refused to work or pray, they were
shackled and whipped and forced to recite more Latin. If they ran away,
the soldiers forcibly brought them back, shackled them, and whipped them
more. Sometimes they would crop off an ear or brand a lip. The Indians
had difficulty escaping, since independent Indian villages would not take
them in. Inside the mission, Indians and Spanish were tightly crammed, the
Indians forced into heavy labor with inadequate nutrition. The bones of
mission Indians were much smaller than those of free Californian Indians,
and they were much less likely to survive disease (Stannard, 1992: 138—9).
These were what in Table 1.1 are called revolutionary mistakes, attempts
to effect wholesale social transformation, driven by overriding commitment
to a value, that is, Weber’s value-rationality, which instead brought disaster.
The Franciscans committed local ethnocide, unintentional but devastating.
Half of California’s Indians died during the mission period, almost all from
diseases introduced there amid a population weakened by too much coerced
work and too little food.

European travelers said they appeared apathetic, aimless, without hope.
Sir George Simpson had formerly been head of the Hudson’s Bay Company,
where he had shown benevolence to local Indians and had encouraged in-
termarriage between them and his employees. But in California in 1841 he
noted: “These sons and daughters of bondage — many of them too sadly bro-
ken in spirit even to marry — are so rapidly diminishing in numbers that they
must soon pass away from the land of their fathers, a result which, as it seems
uniformly to spring from all the conflicting varieties of civilized agency, is to
be ultimately ascribed to the inscrutable wisdom of mysterious Providence”
(La Perousse, 1989: 18-19; Paddison, 1999: 249—50). Even this moderate
white man perceived their end as divine Providence. In reality the Francis-
cans were the Maoists of the 18th century, intending the improvement of the
world but achieving its devastation.

The Spanish ranchers in California were more instrumental. Dispossessed
Indians could work as free laborers. They intermarried more and mur-
dered much less. Their Plan combined coercive assimilation with limited
segregation of the remaining Indian communities. Things seemed set to im-
prove further after Mexico achieved independence from Spain in 1821. The
new Mexican government, influenced by Enlightenment ideas, proclaimed in
1826 the emancipation of most mission Indians, and the missions were secu-
larized in 1833, with half of their lands to be distributed to the Indians. Unfor-
tunately, the benevolence of a distant state was undermined by rapacious lo-
cal settler officials who took most of the land themselves — settler democracy
again (Phillips, 1975: chap. 2). By this time, however, incoming settlers were
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almost all Anglos. In 1848 they seized California from Mexico and made
it a U.S. state. This ensured that the rate of deliberate killing rose markedly.

Most native deaths still did not result from murder. Though we lack ac-
curate numbers, the largest killer was disease. In California the interlinked
categories of disease, malnutrition, and starvation killed somewhere around
60—80 percent of natives, direct killing about 1o percent, with most of the
remainder attributable to reproductive failure. Deliberate killings were usu-
ally in cold blood or in situations of such an imbalance of force that the
appellation murder is applicable. But none of these categories are entirely
separable from each other. Malnutrition, starvation, and low fertility of-
ten resulted predictably from settler policy, while diseases were not entirely
accidental. Diseases spread most rapidly where malnourished natives were
herded closely together, as in California missions and the many U.S. Indian
reservations located on marginal lands. The settlers were not ignorant of the
disease mechanisms involved, yet they rarely took steps against epidemics
to which they themselves were immune. Nor were they unhappy with the
results. Nash (1992: 300-1) compares the white responses to the spread of
disease among Indians and black slaves. Since slaves were valuable, the white
community tried to combat epidemics among them. Slaves were inoculated
against smallpox. Indians were not. Indeed, some settlers fomented disease.
Reports of donations of disease-ridden blankets to Indians have become no-
torious, though rare.

More important (as in Australia) were gender abuses and diseases. Indian
women were raped or reduced by poverty to prostitution. So they transmit-
ted venereal disease, much more deadly to Indians than whites. No controls
were attempted. Alcoholism demoralized and killed Indian men. Yet despite
attempts at control by government agencies and missionaries, settlers rou-
tinely used alcohol as payment for Indian lands and labor. The callousness is
clear. They either intended Indian deaths or they welcomed or were indiffer-
ent to deaths resulting from their own actions. Disastrous falls in Indian birth
rates were also caused by settler’s sexual practices. Between 1848 and 1860
the Indian population of California fell from 150,000 to 31,000, while the
white population rose from 25,000 to 350,000. Census data for 1860 house-
holds reveal that the Indian decline resulted substantially from the forced
segregation of the Indian sexes. Young Indian male survivors could work
for a bare subsistence living, while the more numerous young women could
reproduce — but with whites. Young Indian men and women could not live
together so as to reproduce Indians. The final blow to reproduction came
in the 1850s and 1860s with a great influx of Anglo miners demanding all
the women. Indian males in the mining districts were now more likely to be
exterminated than employed (Hurtado, 1994).

Who perpetrated this deadly mixture? Let us first consider political elites.
The British colonial government and then the U.S. federal government
were initially committed to a Plan A of limited deportations plus partial
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assimilation, moving some Indians away, converting all to Christianity, and
maintaining racial barriers against full assimilation. Faced with further mas-
sive waves of settlers, the United States moved toward a Plan B of forcible
deportations combined with segregation on reservations that in theory would
be adequate for the reproduction of Indian life and culture. But while the
federal government and the Supreme Court might often be conciliatory and
humane, state/local governments in the frontier areas were more responsive
to the interests of the settlers. The Court eventually recognized that properly
constituted Indian governments might have sovereign power to enter into
treaties over their lands. The differences increased through time, as federal
politicians in the East depended on electorates for whom Indians were no
longer salient. They could maintain a disinterested enlightenment in relation
to natives. The federal government had early set up an Indian Bureau. Its
officers had to implement official policy, but they often applied it in relatively
humane ways. Some local Indian agents appropriated bureau funds and sup-
plies for their own use, did corrupt deals with settlers and merchants, and
generally sold out the Indians in their charge (Nichols, 1978: 10-19). But
most higher-level agents lobbied for moderation.

Elected state-level officials in frontier areas tended to be more extreme.
The cycle of land encroachment and resistance drove them to develop more
coherent policies. In the 1820s and early 1830s southern legislatures pressed
successfully for deportations and did not care what happened to the Indians
at the end of their journey. Few local politicians supported grants of land or
taxes that would make segregation on reservations viable for the Indians after
they were deported. They came to believe that deportations, accompanied
by exterminist rhetoric, would get them reelected, not pleas for toleration
and protection, and especially not taxpayer subsidies to reservations or land
grants to Indians. Settler democracy was again bad news.

This was very clear in California. Its constitution of 1850 enshrined full
white male suffrage, the most advanced form of democracy of the age. But it
also authorized the forcible detention and placing in indentured labor in per-
petuity for any Indians who fled the reservations or were found wandering.
This included children. The legislature authorized settler militias to enforce
the roundup, paying them $1.1 million in 1850 and 1851. Since the reserva-
tions, small and on marginal land, could not support the Indian population to
be supposedly deported there, in practice the militias killed as many Indians
as they deported. The legislature never objected. The California legislature
and the California delegation to Congress stymied several presidential and
Indian Bureau attempts to offer half-decent treaties to California Indians
involving substantial grants of land, plus subsidies and technical assistance
for their improvement. The California legislature actually opposed recog-
nizing any Indian rights to land in the state. But they then had to face the
final consequences of such obduracy, since there was nowhere farther west
to which the problem could be sent.
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Governor Burnett, having rejected the path of conciliation through ade-
quate reservations, confronted a difficult situation. The settlers were few and
poorly armed. Their continual encroachment on Indian land had increased
resistance. Indian groups who had been hitherto very loosely organized were
ceding more powers to war chiefs (Phillips, 1975: chaps. 3-5). The Indian
threat seemed to be growing. Burnett’s response was not to conciliate, but
to escalate to genocide. He declared “a war of extermination will continue
to be waged between the two races until the Indian becomes extinct.” His
successor, Governor McDougall, agreed: the war “must of necessity be one
of extermination to many of the tribes” (Hurtado, 1988: 134-6). It should
be noted that Hitler never dared to make such an openly exterminist public
statement as these two California governors. He knew most Germans would
disapprove; they believed most (white) Californians would approve. So they
left “smoking guns”; Hitler did not. Nor was the next governor, Bigler, much
better. He wrote to the army expressing his view of Indians:

the acts of these Savages are sometimes signalized by a ferocity worthy
of ...cannibals. ... They seem to cherish an instinctive hatred toward the white race,
and this is a principle of their nature, which neither time nor vicissitude can im-
pair. This principle of hatred is hereditary.. .. The character and conduct of these
Indians. .. [means] ... that Whites and Indians cannot live in close proximity in peace.

Bigler ended this letter by asking the army to evacuate all Indians from four
counties. Where to, he didn’t say. But he offered the California militia to
help (Heizer, 1993: 189—91).

In frontier states many politicians, settlers, and their press agreed with
such sentiments. Minnesota Governor Ramsey declared, “The Sioux In-
dians must be exterminated or driven forever beyond the borders of the
state.” This became a popular slogan: “Exterminate or Banish.” His mili-
tia commander was General Sibley, a former fur trader known for swin-
dling Indians and federal government alike. He launched a successful war
of extermination against the Santee Sioux. A total of 770 surviving Santee
were deported in 1863 by steamship from St. Paul. White Minnesotans lined
the river bank, hurling stones and abuse at the Indians (Brown, 1970: 50—
65). Colorado’s governor was no better, as we will see. He was supported
by the Denver press. During 1863, 1o of all of its 27 stories about Indi-
ans openly advocated extermination (Churchill, 1997: 172). In response to
two 1871 Indian raids stealing horses and cattle and killing four whites, a
party led by two leading Tucson citizens attacked an Apache village with
no connection to the raids. They massacred 144 Apaches, of whom only
8 were men. Many of the female victims had first been raped. The Denver
News congratulated the killers, adding, “we only regret that the number
was not double.” A furore back East caused President Ulysses S. Grant to
describe this atrocity as “purely murder” and to apply pressure to bring its
ringleaders to trial. Much incriminating evidence was produced in court.
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It took the jury 19 minutes of deliberation to acquit them (Brown, 1970:
202—5; Cocker, 1998: 220-1). Juries almost never did find Indian killers
guilty, since they consisted of the local settlers and in most states Indian tes-
timony was not accepted against whites (for California, see Heizer, 1993:
11-14).

The federal government and the army often protected Indians, and the
missionaries protested loudly, as indeed did some settlers and a few local
politicians and newspapers. Yet almost all divisions among the whites could
be healed if Indians resisted and killed white men or women. Some Modoc In-
dians on the Oregon—California border tricked General Canby into a parley
and killed him. There followed a national cry for vengeance, to which Gen-
eral William Tecumseh Sherman was able to give expression. He demanded
not just the deaths of the small group of offenders but also the killing and
scattering of the whole tribe “so that the name of Modoc should cease.”
After the Lakota Sioux rebeled and killed 8o U.S. soldiers in one skirmish,
Sherman was able to do the same. He wrote, “We must act with vindictive
earnestness against the Sioux. .. even to their extermination, men, women,
and children.” The death of George Armstrong Custer at Little Bighorn in
1876 produced a similar national outcry. There followed a ruthless war, the
expropriation of all Sioux lands, and the final surrender of Sitting Bull in
1881 (Uttley, 1994).

The effect of Indian resistance on even enlightened presidents drove them
to accept a Plan C, threatening genocide if they did not accept deportation.
Consider the five most famous presidents before the 20th century. Washing-
ton and Jefferson forgot about the Enlightenment when Indians sided with
the British. Washington instructed his generals to attack the Iroquois and
“lay waste all the settlements. .. that the country may not be merely overrun
but destroyed,” and not to “listen to any overture of peace before the total
ruin of their settlements is effected.” He likened Indians to wolves, “both
being beasts of prey, tho’ they differ in shape.” He declared that the Indi-
ans must be forced west of the Mississippi, and any who remained must
be broken by force. Jefferson also changed his tune during Indian wars.
He repeatedly recommended either the root-and-branch destruction of hos-
tile tribes or driving them beyond the Mississippi: “nothing is more desir-
able than total suppression of their savage insolence and cruelties”; “This
then is the season for driving them off”; their “ferocious barbarities justified
extermination”; “if ever we are constrained to lift the hatchet against any
tribe, we shall never lay it down till that tribe is exterminated, or driven be-
yond the Mississippi. . . . In war, they will kill some of us; we shall destroy all
of them.” In 1813 he thought that the defeated Creeks would “submit on the
condition of removing them to such settlements beyond the Mississippi as
we shall assign them.” Neither Washington nor Jefferson ever spoke about
the civilized British enemy in exterminist language. Jefferson also supported
white land-grabbing. While he was president, 200,000 square miles of Indian
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territories were acquired by his agents. The method, he told his officials, was
to trick the Indians into debt, forcing them to sell their lands. With inade-
quate land left for hunting, they would have to learn agriculture and then
assimilate. If they resisted this, they must be crushed; if they merely lan-
guished and starved, that proved the inevitability of their end. His preferred
policy was assimilation, then deportations, but extermination might follow
if these failed. Jefferson also said he believed in the inherent racial equality
of Indians (unlike blacks) with whites (Wallace, 1999: 78), but higher must
triumph over lower civilizations. Though many Americans today know that
these two presidents were slave owners, their ferocity toward Indians is little
known.

Andrew Jackson has left a more ambiguous reputation. During his presi-
dency, the franchise was extended to all white males. Yet he was renowned as
an Indian fighter. The revisionist view is that Jackson was merely a pragmatic
politician, bending to pressure from southern state legislatures over depor-
tations, prepared to defend Indians against white squatters and other unjust
expropriations, but coming to believe that deportations were ultimately the
only way to protect Indians from the white man (Prucha, 1994). This is
whitewash. When Indians resisted, Jackson was ferocious. When one white
woman was taken prisoner by the Creeks, he declared, “I shall penetrate the
creek Towns, until the Captive, with her Captors are delivered up, and think
myself Justifiable in laying waste their villages, burning their houses, killing
their warriors and leading into Captivity their wives and children, untill I
do obtain a surrender of the Captive, and the Captors.” Prucha (p. 212)
sums up such views as follows: “Forthright and hard-hitting, he adopted a
no-nonsense policy toward hostile Indians.” The terminology reminds me
of the euphemisms we find written by superior officers in the files of SS men
proficient in a more recent genocide. Hard-hitting does not quite convey the
sense of the mass murder he was perpetrating. Jackson inveighed on other
occasions against “deceitfull” and “unrelenting barbarians” — “the blood
of our murdered countrymen must be revenged. The banditti ought to be
swept from the face of the earth.” He boasted, “I have on all occasions pre-
served the scalps of my killed.” In principle he believed that “fear is better
than love with an indian.” He urged his soldiers to kill women and chil-
dren. Not to do so would be like pursuing “a wolf in the hamocks without
knowing first where her den and whelps were.” Indian wars were the setting
for all these remarks, and they helped him become president. Once in office,
Jackson broke Indian treaties and launched forcible deportations. He claimed
that his Removal Act of 1830 was an act of generosity, yet around 10,000
Creek, 4,000 Cherokee, and 4,000 Choctaw died along the infamous Trail of
Tears.

Lincoln was much less involved in Indian affairs (see Nichols, 1978: 3,
76—128, 187, for this para.). As a young politician he used his military ex-
perience in the Black Hawk War to cultivate an Indian-fighter image, and
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he eulogized Zachary Taylor’s savage military exploits and Winfield Scott’s
deportation of the Cherokee. Yet while he was president, Indians were only
a peripheral problem. He was confronted by only one major decision. He
had sanctioned military expeditions and land-grabbing in Minnesota. This
provoked a Sioux rising in 1862 that the army crushed, capturing 309 of the
rebels. His decision was whether to approve their execution. The locals and
Governor Ramsey clamored for the execution of all 309, for had not whites
been killed and raped in the rising? Lincoln was lobbied hard by both ex-
terminists and humanitarians. He seems to have sympathized more with the
latter, but (typically) Lincoln compromised, approving the execution of only
39 of the Indians, satisfying no one but defusing the situation. He was glad to
turn away from the matter, which he described as a “disagreeable subject.”
It was still the largest mass execution in American history, and the evidence
against any of the individual captives was scant. Almost all the rest of the
captives soon died anyway from terrible prison conditions. But Lincoln’s ac-
tions did make him a relative moderate among presidents, though he shared
the general view that the Indians would disappear before a superior white
civilization. As he had the impudence to tell a tribal delegation to the White
House in 1863:

the pale-faced people are numerous and prosperous because they cultivate the earth,
produce bread and depend upon the products of the earth rather than wild game for
a subsistence. This is the chief reason of the difference; but there is another . . . we are
not, as a race, so much disposed to fight and kill one another as our red brethren.
(Nichols, 1978: 187)

During 1863 there was a Civil War raging between whites! The truth was
that the pale-faced people were more likely to kill each other and their red
brethren.

At the end of the 19th century, when the rolling genocide was almost
over, a fifth great democrat and president, Theodore Roosevelt, no longer
needed to contribute to it. The Indians were almost gone. Yet he did de-
clare that extermination “was as ultimately beneficial as it was inevitable,”
and that the noblest of all wars was one of extermination against savages.
“I don’t go so far as to think that the only good Indians are dead Indians,
but I believe nine out of ten are, and I shouldn’t like to inquire too closely
into the case of the tenth.”* Presidents, especially the more democratic ones,
responsive to the needs of their constituents, could reveal an arrogant im-
perial racism that fueled policies beyond an exemplary repression, which
remains an ultimately pragmatic policy, toward genocide. For Indian re-
sistance and justification of land-grabbing led them into such temptations.
How many of these presidents would be prosecuted today for genocide by an

I These presidential quotes are taken from Sheehan (1973: 206, 209, 244), Stannard (1992:
119-22, 245-6), Wallace (1999: 65, 235-8), and Cocker (1998: 206).
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international war crimes tribunal? Four, I think — excluding Roosevelt, whose
rhetoric was not matched by actions — though Lincoln’s sentence would be
slight.

What of the ordinary settlers on the frontier, who provided most of the
actual killers? Since cleansing came in small, rolling waves in newly settled
areas, each settler group only had to dispossess a few natives in order to get
the desired land. Then the next wave of local cleansings might be committed
by others, and so, on until local cleansing was complete. This whole process
might take anywhere between § and 50 years, and its violence and murder
would vary greatly according to the relative numbers of whites and Indians,
the rapidity of the land-grabbing, and the capacity of the Indians to resist.
At any one time, only a few Europeans were land-grabbing and even fewer
murdered. Subsequent generations experienced only peace, since the Indians
had been defeated and removed elsewhere. It is not really appropriate in such
contexts to invoke coherent Plans, either A, B, or C, among settlers, since
local exigencies, the lack of a highly institutionalized local state, and their
own greed and ideology would drive them quickly through varied cleans-
ing means. Afterward they could settle down as peace-loving Americans.
Their children bore no taint. Only some of the local founding fathers were
genocidal.

Killers usually mounted justifications in terms of self-defense or retalia-
tion for Indian atrocities committed earlier. Yet it was actually escalation.
When an Indian retaliated violently for the rape of his wife or when, starv-
ing, he stole a cow or horse, self-righteous settler escalation would follow.
A Californian farmer testified, “I believe for every beef that has been killed
by them ten or fifteen Indians have been killed.” The San Francisco Bulletin,
away from the actual frontier, was a California voice of moderation, advo-
cating protection, that is, humane segregation, not extermination. It editori-
alized about a man called McElroy who had a deer stolen from him. He re-
taliated by killing an Indian man and his squaw and wounding a third. Then
McElroy was murdered as Indians also retaliated. But the death of a white
man brought in the California militia. They found an Indian camp, killed
9 Indian men (the rest fleeing), and then butchered its 40 defenseless women
and children. This newspaper reported on another occasion that a 36-strong
militia unit looking for the killers of 1 white man found an Indian village
and killed all but 2 or 3 of its 150 inhabitants — men, women, and chil-
dren. The captain of another army unit wrote proudly, “The number killed
I confidently report at not less than 75 and have little doubt it extended to
nearly double that number.” A captain of different sensibilities criticized a
Californian rancher who killed two or three Indians, believing that an Indian
had stolen some of his cattle. The next day, the cattle were found. Indians
then avenged their dead relatives by killing the rancher. The captain was
now trying to prevent further escalation (Heizer, 1993: 42—3, 63—79, 84—90,

957, 1567, 245, 249—50).
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Retaliation involved blaming all the Indians around. Three Missouri
whites said they would shoot the first Indians they came across, since In-
dians had stolen their horses. Commented a more reflective settler, “this in-
considerate retaliation upon a whole race for the acts of one of its members
leads to half the conflicts that occur” (Madsen, 1994: 316). Indians would
do the same. Retaliation was mutual, each side denying that it had started
the violence. But the whites were more likely to escalate the killing, and their
less discriminate killing contradicted their stated goals, since it alienated still
more Indians. Either rage had gotten the better of sense or their real goal
was complete extermination. The predominance of white escalation did not
merely result from their superior weapons and organization. It also resulted
from the superior, more “civilized” party being more unpleasantly shocked
by violent resistance from the savages below, worsened by an ideologically
induced “moral shudder” that settlers often experienced when confronting
the “savage,” “unclean” Indian. Their world seemed turned upside down,
inducing fear, panic, and repression disproportionate to the actual threat —
as we saw from the presidents quoted and as we will see in all lopsided cases
of murderous cleansing. There can be no doubting the electoral popularity
of the removal of the Indians. There was no protest movement compara-
ble to that of those who sought to abolish the slavery of blacks until the
formation of an Indian Rights movement in the 1880s — too late to save
many.

Military power in cleansings was shared by the army and settler militias.
The army could kill far more Indians because of its superior weapons and
communications. It contained diverse views. It was mandated to keep the
peace, stop Indian raids, repress Indian risings, and enforce their deporta-
tion to reservations. A variety of tactics might accomplish these goals. The
predominant army Plan A was a combined carrot-and-stick approach: nego-
tiating treaties for policed deportations to segregated reservations, combined
with exemplary repression for Indians who would not negotiate. In applying
this policy, local army units sometimes sided with Indians against settlers.
The California record is full of army officers protesting against murderous
settler treatment of local Indians. To protect them, some officers aimed their
guns at the settlers, not the Indians; and some gave the Indians army rations
or bought them provisions out of their own resources (Heizer, 1993). In the
Southwest, General Crook ran pragmatic, sometimes conciliatory campaigns
against the Apache and others, preferring negotiations to battles. Other gen-
erals had earlier done so elsewhere.

Yet after the Civil War the army developed a Plan B, escalating the callous
tactics learned during the war, occasionally sliding further into a Plan C
of local genocide committed against the Plains Indians, Apaches, and other,
more formidable fighting nations. Sherman was army chief of staff, Sheridan
the commander of the Plains army. Sherman explained his tactics to the
secretary of war in 1866:
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My opinion is, if fifty Indians are allowed to remain between the Arkansas and the
Platte we will have to guard every stage station, every train, and all railroad working
parties . . . fifty hostile Indians will checkmate three thousand soldiers, Rather get
them out as soon as possible, and it makes little diference whether they be coaxed
out by Indian commissioners or killed. (Brown, 1970: 157-8)

To disperse his forces was to play into the hands of the Indians, who were
adept at small, mobile operations. So the generals sought to attack the Indians
when they were immobilized in their winter quarter villages. The warriors
would then be forced to stand and fight to defend their women, children,
and possessions. The army believed that its firepower would win fixed-place
battles (Uttley, 1994). Yet the firepower would be directed at crowds of men,
women, and children attempting to flee from their village. If they succeeded
in fleeing, they lost all their possessions, which destroyed their ability to
live off the land. If they failed, they would die together. Sherman’s subordi-
nate, General Sanborn, was appalled by this genocidal tactic. Writing to the
secretary of the interior, he declared:

For a mighty nation like us to be carrying on a war with a few straggling nomads,
under such circumstances, is a spectacle most humiliating, an injustice unparalleled,
a national crime most revolting, that must, sooner or later, bring down on us or our
posterity the judgement of Heaven.

But General Sheridan dismissed critics of these tactics as “good and pi-
ous ecclestiastics . . . aiders and abettors of savages who murdered, without
mercy, men, women and children.” This was justification in terms of retal-
iation. Sheridan expressed himself even more clearly in a famous exchange
as some Commanches came in to surrender. Their chief introduced himself
to Sheridan in the only broken English he knew: “Tosawi, good Indian.”
Sheridan replied, “The only good Indians I ever saw were dead.” Sheridan
has been credited with inventing what had already become an old saw in the
West. In the retelling, his line became the notorious “The only good Indian
is a dead Indian” (Brown, 1970: 157—8, 170-1). Sherman and Sheridan re-
mained in command of the Indian Wars. There was no vengeance of Heaven,
their policies were popular with settlers and politicians on the frontiers, and
they were successful in achieving their goals.

The degeneration of military tactics is common in murderous cleansing. It
may require initial hatred of the enemy, but it also has a tactical logic. It may
emerge from the need to deprive the enemy of its supply base contributed
by noncombatants or to combat guerrillas who merge into the civilian pop-
ulation. Both figured in the r9th-century Plains Indian Wars. Braves did not
wear distinguishing uniforms, so any Indian male might be hostile. To be
on the safe side, better kill them all. But it also came from the tactical need
to pin the enemy down to fixed-place defense in sites where men, women,
and children were intermingled. At the worst, such tactical lures can slide
exemplary repression toward genocide — as they did here.
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Yet settler militias, financed by state or local government, provided a more
routine genocidal thrust. They were part-time volunteer forces receiving a
wage, sometimes in the form of a scalp bounty. “My intention is to kill all
Indians I come across,” said Colonel Chivington, an ex-Methodist minister
and leader of the Third Colorado Militia Regiment. He exhorted his men
to “kill and scalp all, little and big.” “Little” meant children, for as he said,
“Nits make lice.” An army officer tried to persuade Colorado Governor
Evans to negotiate with the Indians. “But what shall I do with the Third
Colorado Regiment if I make peace?” the governor responded. “They have
been raised to kill Indians, and they must kill Indians.” At Sand Creek in
1864 they did. Chivington’s force murdered 105 Indian women and chil-
dren and 28 men, their bodies being afterward mutilated. Militiamen were
seen carrying off trophies made of women’s vaginas and other body parts.
Chivington’s action was stupid as well as evil, since he destroyed the power
of most Cheyenne and Arapaho chiefs who had been urging peace with the
white men (Brown, 1970: 86—93; Stannard, 1992: 171—4). This was more
than exemplary repression, since it was so counterproductive to that goal. It
was an attempt at local genocide. Some critics tried to bring Chivington and
his governor to trial, but they failed. Chivington remained a hero in Denver.

Wallace (1999: 218) comments that the settlers were the militia, so woe
betide any aspiring politician who went against them. The vigilante posses,
militias, and ranger forces described themselves as “a free people in arms,”
volunteers adapting their skills as herders and hunters. Eastern militia lead-
ers would appeal for “experienced woodsmen,” Western ones for “Indian
fighters.” Some were professional killers. Cocker (1998: 187-8) narrates the
biography of “Sugarfoot Jack,” a killer on a global scale. He had been trans-
ported as a boy from England to Tasmania, where he killed aborigines. Then
he turned up in California as a violent militia member and finally became a
sadistic killer of Apache babies in Arizona.

Itis a terrible story that a few American humanitarians and historians have
been seeking to publicize for 100 years. Unlike the descendants of slaves,
the descendants of murdered native Americans are few and marginalized.
Genocide was a success. As exterminists claimed, out of the elimination of
native peoples, a new civilization arose. That is how the more ruthless social
Darwinist theorists told the story. Hitler and Himmler both referred to the
American genocide as an example to follow when contemplating their own.

MORE RECENT COLONIAL CLEANSINGS: THE CAUCASUS
AND SOUTH WEST AFRICA

Colonial cleansing could not go on forever. By the 20oth century, native
peoples in the worst-affected colonies were disappearing and the land was
settled. The first new nations could forget their origins and delude themselves
with their unique pacific virtues. But latecomers like Russia, Germany, and
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Italy committed their atrocities later. In Chapter 1o I discuss the last case,
that of Italy in Ethiopia. Here I discuss Russia in the Caucasus and Germany
in South West Africa (present-day Namibia).

As we move into the late 19th century, we encounter colonial countries
with much more modern states and armies. Russian colonial expansion was
also distinctively overland, as its rule was extended across Asia. Russians
moved in their millions to settle newly conquered areas, which brought an-
other land-centered economic conflict between Russians and natives culmi-
nating in dispossession of the latter. Russians justified this ideologically in
terms of the usual civilized-versus-savage dichotomy. Kazakhs and other no-
mads were “wasting” the lands and had to give way to superior Russian
peasant agriculture. One Russian viceroy in the Caucasus declared, “gentle-
ness, in the eyes of Asiatics, is a sign of weakness, and out of pure humanity
I am inexorably severe. One execution saves hundreds of Russians from
destruction and thousands of Muslims from treason.”

Normal Russian policy amounted to exemplary repression: show ferocity
against those who resist in order to persuade others to submit more peace-
fully. This policy was at its worst against the Chechens, doughty mountain
fighters ultimately brought under (uneasy) Russian rule after savage wars in
the late 1850s. But the Turkic peoples of the western Caucasus, especially
Circassians, were perceived as being a greater problem since they were even
less civilized, being splintered into tiny, fractious clans. There was much
small-scale guerrilla resistance but no one able to sign a peace treaty. They
also inhabited a more strategic part of the Caucasus, next to the Ottoman
Empire, they were Muslims, and the Ottomans were supporting them against
Christian Russia.

The Russian military hit on the solution (described by Holquist, 2003;
Lieven, 2000: 304-15; Shenfield, 1999). Desperately modernizing in order
to keep pace with its European rivals, the Russian general staff was influenced
by contemporary notions of systematic, “definitive” warfare waged against
whole peoples. Collecting statistics on these peoples was a priority, and staff
officers began to suggest organized deportations based on supposedly careful
calculations of numbers and logistics. When their leading light, Miliutin,
became minister of war in 1862, he promptly launched the policy. Over
the next three years the army attacked and burned the principal Circassian
villages, killed all those who resisted, and forced the population out. The
policy was proclaimed as depopulation, not extermination. By 1865 only
about 10 percent of the 500,000 or so Circassians in the main areas of attack
remained there. Overall, perhaps 1.5 million Circassians were forced out and
replaced with Russian, settlers. Perhaps 150,000 Circassians were resettled
across Russia and 500,000 were pushed out, forcibly deported, across the
border into the Ottoman Empire.

This leaves almost a million unaccounted for. Most of them probably
died, perhaps amounting to half of the total Circassian population. Most
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deaths resulted from malnutrition and disease. Murderous cleansing was
certainly intended, but not genocide. Russian troops burned villages and
crops, turning out the population onto the roads knowing that many would
die. Horrified Russians who protested were told it was too late. “Can anyone
really turn back the calamity?” said Count Yevdokimov to one critic. The
Russian authorities had committed callous warfare and exemplary repression
against other troublesome and “primitive” peoples in Siberia, Kazakhstan,
and the Caucasus. But this was worse.

The case combined some of the worst features of imperial exemplary re-
pression, modern militarism, and early modern colonialism. However, it does
not fit my first thesis. Though I have no real evidence on Russian settlers,
the leading perpetrator seems to have been the tsarist state, taking advice
from the army high command — stably authoritarian institutions for many
years. This seems a case where a distinctively modern, rigorous, and scientific
militarism added its own bite to what was in other respects a typical outburst
of colonial murderous cleansing. We will shortly see another example of this.
Yet it was a struggle over sovereignty, with an outside ally contributing to
the intransigence of the weaker side, so my theses 4 and § apply. I also note a
consequence, which will prove influential in the next chapter. It left over half
a million Circassians, Chechens, and other Muslims as embittered refugees
in the Ottoman Empire.

In South West Africa, I am able to again identify three main types of
actor. The first was ideological, here principally the Rhineland Missionary
Society. By 1904 it was the most moderate actor, welcoming colonization
as a chance to Christianize the natives, that is, to partially assimilate them.
It did not favor methods beyond those of institutional assimilation. It was
opposed to the German atrocities in T904—5 and pressured Berlin to get them
stopped, supported by liberal and socialist deputies in the German parlia-
ment, the Reichstag. They were only a minority there, but their humanitarian
clamor embarrassed the German government, eventually influencing policy
changes.

The second actor, caught in the middle and often factionalized, was the
colonial administration in the colony reporting to the Berlin Colonial De-
partment. This came under the dual authority of the chancellor and kaiser.
The kaiser retained power over foreign policy and commanded the armed
forces independently of the Reichstag. Since this kaiser was not a strong
ruler, the army commanders had considerable autonomy, which was to have
an escalatory impact on the events of 1904. The local administrators sought
to keep the colony pacified and expanding, goals that were difficult to rec-
oncile. Local administrators were prepared to share some power with com-
pliant leaders of tribal groups. This was formally a protectorate, not a di-
rect colony, embodying some indirect rule. The German administration also
wanted Africans to work as pliable laborers and had accorded them legal
though not political rights. This was an official policy of discrimination,
even partial segregation, but coupled with some protection. It was never



Genocidal Democracies in the New World 101

aimed at murderous cleansing. However, the simultaneous commitment to
encouraging more white settlers led to more land expropriations, policed
deportations of natives, and resistance.

Major Theodor Leutwein, governor of the protectorate between 1894 and
1904, took care not to provoke the natives. He realized that the underlying
conflict, over who should own the land, was especially problematic for the
Herero, the second largest tribal group and easily the biggest cattle graz-
ers, who needed very extensive ranges for their herds. As the white settlers
expanded, they wanted the best of those lands. They got more of them by
combining force, fraudulent treaties, and malevolent use of credit, calling
in lands as payment for supposed native debts. Racial strife was perennial.
Leutwein sought to reduce it by dividing and ruling among the African tribal
groups and by restraining the settlers from excess. He conciliated tribal lead-
ers, increasing their powers over their own people while expropriating the
rights of the African masses. He generally pleased his superiors in Berlin with
this strategy. Tribal elites often complied on the assumption that they were
the status equals of the colonial elite and the status superiors of the uncul-
tured mass of white settlers (Bley, 1971: 88—91). They wanted the policy of
lateral aristocratic assimilation. They deluded themselves. Some imagined a
future roughly like that of Mexican or Inca aristocrats, sires of a new mestizo
ruling class. In Africa this was unlikely. Racism was too strong, and African
chiefs were not equal to poor whites, though political pragmatism might
temporarily conceal this.

Leutwein understood the contradictions of German policy and knew he
was walking a tightrope. Administrators had, on the one hand, “to take land
from the natives on the basis of questionable treaties and risk the life... of
one’s countrymen to this end, and on the other hand to enthuse about human-
itarian principles in the Reichstag” (Bley, 1971: 68). The colony’s economic
adviser, Dr. Paul Rohrbach, expressed a more ruthless logic:

The decision to colonise in South West Africa could mean nothing else but. . . that the
native tribes would have to give up their lands on which they have previously grazed
their stock in order that the white man might have the land for the grazing of his
stock. When this attitude is questioned from the moral law standpoint, the answer
is that for nations of the cultural level of the South African natives, the loss of their
free national barbarism and their development into a class of labourers in service of
and dependent on the white people is primarily a “law of existence” in the highest
degree. ... By no argument whatsoever can it be shown that the preservation of any
degree of national independence, national prosperity or political organisation by the
races of South West Africa, would be of ... an equal advantage for the development
of mankind. (Cocker, 1998: 301)

Rohrbach countered moral doubts by appealing to the more general benefit
for mankind. Progress, he went on to explain, would come from making
the “African races” service the “white races” “with the greatest possible
working efficiency.” In the most elevated world-historical terms he endorsed

»
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complete expropriation, forcing officials into near-slave-labor conditions.
He was not contemplating eliminating them. Nor was any official.

The third group consisted of settlers, dominated by those living around the
capital, Windhoek, a segregated, racist white enclave, and farmers wanting
to expand into tribal lands without using Herero workers. Here is a petition
sent by settlers to Berlin in response to Reichstag deputies’ criticism of their
treatment of natives:

From time immemorial our natives have grown to laziness, brutality and stupidity.
The dirtier they are, the more they feel at ease. Any white man who has lived among
natives finds it impossible to regard them as human beings at all in any European
sense. They need centuries of training as human beings, with endless patience, strict-
ness and justice. (Bley, 1971: 97)

The settlers were pressing for further deportations, by all necessary force.
One missionary criticized them roundly:

The underlying cause of the resentment which the Hereros bear against the Germans
is that the average German looks upon and treats the natives as creatures being
more or less on the same level as baboons (their favourite word to describe the
natives). ... Consequently, the whites value their horses and oxen more highly than
they do the natives. Such a mentality breeds harshness, deceit, exploitation, injustice,
rape, and, not infrequently, murder as well. (Drechsler, 1980: 167-8, n. 6)

Since many settlers could not distinguish a chief from a landless laborer,
their everyday behavior undermined Leutwein’s strategy. He was horrified
when a German baker flogged a prominent Herero subchief out of his shop
“until the blood ran.” He reprimanded the baker for so abusing “a proud
and respected man and a particularly wealthy cattle-owner” (Bley, 1971:
86; Drechsler, 1980: 136). Such incidents undermined lateral aristocratic
assimilation — indeed, this chief was to be one of the main leaders of the
1904 rising. The settlers also felt vulnerable. Any sign of resistance brought
terrible fears of being overwhelmed by “dark savages.” The merest hint of
native resistance led settlers to inflict ferocious punishment. For some this
was a pretext for seizing more land and property, deliberately provoking the
out-group.

The settlers did not rule. The governor ran the colony, and settlers were
perpetually irritated at their inability to dent Leutwein’s policies of “false
sentimentality.” Another petition stated: “It is the function of the government
to establish control over the natives, but it can achieve this only when it
has sufficient power at its disposal. Moral pressure alone is not enough to
impose our laws on the black race” (Bley, 1971: 79-81, 84—5). But settlers
did have two important local powers. First, they staffed the lay magistracy
and they tried most cases brought by Africans claiming ill treatment by
whipping or rape. They almost never found a white man guilty and would not
accept evidence based on African testimony alone (Drechsler, 1980: 133-6).
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Second, this was capitalism in which settlers had greatly superior resources
of capital, knowledge, and access to law. They found it easy to deprive
Africans of their lands within the apparent framework of the law, and the
colonial administration was usually helpless to restrain them. Outrageous
court injustices and settler land-grabbing were the usual sparks of native
revolts.

In January 1904 the Herero paramount chief, Samuel Mahareru - hitherto
a docile and drunken client of the Germans — was pressured by his subchiefs
to make a final stand. He wrote to his headmen that they should avoid
killing women, children, missionaries, English, Boers, half-breeds, or Namas
(the neighboring tribal group). This injunction was largely adhered to. They
killed 120-150 whites, of whom only 3 were women and 7 were Boers. Since
Herero attacks failed to take the towns or barracks, their successes fell on
more isolated farms (Bridgman, 1981: 74). The revolt was totally unexpected
by whites, whose racism had led them to underestimate the Herero. German
males could expect little mercy. The Herrero took no prisoners and mutilated
corpses. The attacks were launched by enraged warriors believing that this
was their last chance to live free. Either they won or they died, exhorted
Mabhareru. At first they did win, driving the settlers out of their tribal lands
and seizing all their cattle.

From previous colonial cases we should expect the killing of over Too white
men, to bring ferocious retaliation. It was also falsely believed that women
and children had been slaughtered too. A missionary described settlers’
reaction:

The Germans are consumed with unexpiable hatred and a terrible thirst for revenge,
one might even say they are thirsting for the blood of the Herero. All you hear these
days is words like “make a clean sweep, hang them, shoot them to the last man, give
no quarter.” I shudder to think what may happen in the months ahead. The Germans
will doubtless exact a grim vengeance. (Drechsler, 1980: 145)

Berlin was immediately involved, since the whole colony seemed threat-
ened. But a split developed. Leutwein and his Colonial Department superiors
wanted to follow a decisive military action with negotiation. Yet the generals
favored a more ruthless military strategy. Hull (2004) says German military
thinking had pushed the doctrine of offensive war to its ultimate limit. Vic-
tory was defined as complete annihilation (vernichting). The meaning of this
word was rather vague, but in colonial contexts enemy combatants were
more difficult to distinguish from civilians, and they were not likely to fight
German troops. How to achieve victory? Annihilation came to indicate the
same tactics that General Sherman had used, attacking native village inhab-
itants and clans on the move in order to suck the warriors into battle. This
was accompanied by the tactic recently pioneered by the Spanish and British
Empires: to corral the noncombatants in concentration camps in order to
isolate the insurgents.



104 The Dark Side of Democracy

Arguments initially focused on who should head the military expedi-
tionary force sent to the colony. The moderates had better access to Reich
Chancellor Bernhard von Bulow, but the radicals, through Chief of Staff
von Schlieffen, had much better access to the kaiser (Bridgman, 1981: 63).
On von Schlieffen’s advice, the kaiser appointed General von Trotha. He
had African experience, he had brutally repressed an East African revolt in
1896, and he had helped suppress the Boxer revolt in China in 1900-1. Von
Trotha said:

I know enough tribes in Africa. They have all the same mentality insofar as they
yield only to force. It was and remains my policy to apply this force by unmitigated
terrorism and even cruelty. I shall destroy the rebellious tribes by shedding rivers of
blood and money. Only thus will it be possible to sow the seeds of something new
that will endure.

He added, “against non-humans one cannot conduct war humanely,” and
later claimed that “the Emperor only said that he expected me to crush the
rebellion by fair means or foul” (Drechsler, 1980: 154). This meant exem-
plary repression sufficient to crush Herero resistance once and for all to deter
all other tribal groups from rebellion. This was bad enough. But egged on
by the settlers and fortified by racism, von Trotha and his army escalated to
genocide. In October 1904 he issued a proclamation offering blood money
to anyone bringing in a Herero. It ended:

Inside German territory every Herero tribesman, armed or unarmed, with or without
cattle, will be shot. No women or children will be allowed in the territory: they will
be driven back to their people or fired on. These are the last words to Herero nation
from me, the great General of the Mighty German Emperor.

He told his troops, “as a result of this order no more male prisoners would
be taken.” But many women and children were also shot by his soldiers. An
eyewitness testified:

After the battle all men, women and children who fell into German hands, wounded
or otherwise, were mercilessly put to death. Then the Germans set off in pursuit of
the rest, and all those found by the wayside and in the sandveld were shot down or
bayoneted to death. The mass of the Herero men were unarmed and thus unable to
offer resistance. They were just trying to get away with their cattle.

Von Trotha did not admit ordering the shooting of women and children, but
he did admit deliberately driving them into the desert to die. He believed
many were diseased, which may have been true since they were half-starved
and weakening: “I deem it wiser for the entire nation to perish than to
infect our soldiers. .. over and above this, any gesture of leniency on my part
would only be regarded as a sign of weakness by the Herero.” Settler militias
joined in, their units showing special brutality. A missionary reported, “each
member was as wild as hell itself. How many of them had lost everything.
Now was the time for revenge.”
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Firepower enabled the Germans to corral the Herero (men, women, and
children) into the desert. Poisoning water holes ensured the death of most of
the survivors, watched by the encircling Germans. When the Nama, embold-
ened by the Herero revolt, joined in, they were treated with brutal repression,
though not genocide. Von Trotha wrote to von Schlieffen declaring that he
rejected the advice of Leutwein and the “old Africans” to negotiate. They
saw the Herero as useful laborers, said von Trotha. “I, however, am of an
entirely different opinion. I believe that the Herero must be destroyed as a
nation,” repeating this sentence three times in his letter. His soldiers obeyed
his murderous orders without question, some with enthusiasm (Bley, 1971:
163—4, 179; Drechsler, 1980: 156-61; Hull, 2004).

The German official military report lauded the tactics:

This bold enterprise shows up in the most brilliant light the ruthless energy of the
German command in pursuing their beaten enemy. No pains, no sacrifices were
spared in eliminating the last remnants of enemy resistance. Like a wounded beast
the enemy was tracked down from one water-hole to the next, until finally he be-
came the victim of his own environment. The arid Omaheke [desert] was to complete
what the German army had begun: the extermination of the Herero nation. (Bley,
1971: 162)

Not everyone agreed with such exterminism. Chancellor von Biilow told
the kaiser that the campaign was “contradictory to all Christian and hu-
mane principles.” He added that it was also counterproductive, stiffening
the African will to resist (Bley, 1971: 163). He, the Colonial Department,
missionaries, and some deputies pressured for von Trotha’s recall. Even some
settlers were horrified. The pressure forced von Schlieffen to order a halt to
the shooting of prisoners in December 1904. In November 1905 he recalled
von Trotha.

This came too late to save the Herero or the Nama. Those who survived the
war were put into concentration camps where malnourishment, overwork,
and disease exacted a murderous toll. By 1911 only about 16,000 Herero
out of the 60,000 to 80,000 population of 1903 were left. Only about 2,000
of them were men. The Nama loss rate approached “only” 5o percent (Bley,
1971: 150-1; Drechsler, 1980: 244; Hull, 2004). The Herero were wiped out
as a people, since the few dispersed survivors were unable to collectively reor-
ganize themselves. The Germans took full advantage. The kaiser approved
an Expropriation Order in December 1905 authorizing the seizing of the
“entire moveable and fixed property of the tribe” (Bley, 1971: 166). In 1907
all Herero land and almost all the Nama territory were declared government
property, and South West Africa was declared a colony. This was a success-
ful genocide. As Rohrbach observed, the peace of the graveyard descended
upon South West Africa.

German colonial policy implied ruthless deportation and the violence nec-
essary to achieve it, but mass murder was not envisaged. Many settlers were
more radical. Their pressure hastened confrontations and cleansings, their
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prejudices prevented lateral aristocratic assimilation, and their provocations
caused the actual Herero revolt. Some settlers then responded to the killing
of 100 of their own kind with savagery. German policy would have probably
led to the expropriation and breakup of the Herero nation anyway; many
settlers were willing to be on the cutting edge of such policies. The settlers
lost no time afterward in reaping the benefits of genocide and continuing
their pressure on the remaining African lands in the colony. But they had not
intended genocide either.

Genocide resulted after three escalations. First, the Herero unexpectedly
revolted, overturning stable settler expectations and unleashing their worst
fears and their most ferocious desires for revenge. Second, the revolt pro-
duced factional fighting back in Germany, which was won by the military
over the civilian half of the state. This faction appointed General von Trotha,
considered the man for exemplary repression of natives, though he had not
committed genocide before. The third escalation occurred after he arrived
in the colony in June 1904, when he discovered how bad the situation was
and how dispersed were the colony’s military forces. Then he upped the
level of response until it became genocidal. His troops were sufficiently dis-
ciplined and racist to implement his orders, and von Schlieffen continued to
support him during the campaign. He and the kaiser yielded up von Trotha
too late, under pressure from the civilian half of the state. Genocide thus re-
sulted suddenly through these unexpected escalations. Had the International
Criminal Tribunal existed in 1905, General von Trotha would certainly have
been convicted of genocide on the basis of his own testimony. If sufficient
evidence could be found, so would some of his officers and men and some
of the settler militiamen. Probably not the kaiser or General von Schlieffen,
however, or many other civilians.

Only part of this situation conforms to my theses. The German state re-
mained stable and secure, not fitting well into thesis 5, while the main per-
petrator was a highly disciplined, professional, and modern army, though
its intervention came after bottom-up settler pressures had provoked a gen-
uinely threatening rebellion. Nonetheless, this was a dual state, contested
by a traditional military authoritarian monarchy and a newer representa-
tive democracy. The Herero revolt brought factional disagreement between
them and a shift of power toward the militarist faction’s Plan B, exemplary
repression. The final escalation was more accidental, however, as the gen-
eral on the ground independently escalated to Plan C, genocide. Though
this alarmed the militarist state faction, it gritted its teeth and let him con-
tinue. The civilian state faction, urged on by religious and secular human-
itarians, then fought back. The elimination of Herero and Nama power
then enabled settlers to resume a more aggressive version of Plan A, depor-
tations. Again in this late colonial power we see escalation coming from
modern militarism, though in this case it was abetted by de facto settler
democracy.
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Finally, might this have been a precursor of Hitler’s Final Solution, help-
ing develop distinctively German genocidal tendencies? Many see German
racism as an independent cause of the Herero genocide (e.g., Cocker, 1998:
293). But was German racism greater than that of others? Bridgman notes
(1981: 166—7) that all the colonial powers of this time were harshly repress-
ing revolts, buttressed by self-righteous racism. General von Trotha turned
such a policy into something much worse. Perhaps his autonomy might be
thought distinctively German, since this army was more independent of civil-
ian control than most. The link between German militarism and Nazi mil-
itarism was real, as we shall see. Some of the German personnel involved
later served in Turkey during World War I, being present as military advisers
to Turkey during the Armenian genocide. Several members of my sample of
Nazi perpetrators had lived in South West Africa or served in Turkey, though
I cannot establish any direct influences through such people on the two later
cases, except for Paul Rohrbach, who became a prolific defender of German
imperial interests and took a close interest in the Armenian deportations.
However, he ardently opposed them (Kaiser, 2001b: xxi—xxii).

In 1905 another late colonial power, with a more civilian-controlled mil-
itary, was active on Mindanao in the Philippines, suppressing a rebellion
among the Moros, a Muslim minority group. Mark Twain was with the
American forces. He wrote, “The enemy numbered 600, including women
and children, and we abolished them utterly, leaving not even a baby to cry
for his mother.”

CONCLUSION: PATTERNS OF COLONIAL CLEANSING

My theses have been generally supported in this chapter, though with some
qualifications. Thesis 1 has been largely supported: colonial cleansings did
represent the first dark side of emerging modern democracy. Where settlers
enjoyed de facto self-rule, these were in local reality the most democratic
regimes in the world at the time. Their murderous cleansing was usually
worse than that committed by imperial authorities like the Spanish, Por-
tuguese, and British Crowns, their viceroys and governors, plus Catholic and
Protestant churches and orders. In California, deliberate killings escalated
as soon as rule passed from the Spanish Crown and missions to American
settler statehood. Most Indian nations supported the British colonial state,
not the settler revolutionaries in the War of Independence. Wallace (1999:
17-18) notes that the British Empire was hierarchical and authoritarian but
ethnically inclusive, whereas the Jeffersonian vision of we, the people was
egalitarian and democratic but ethnically exclusive, since the people was cul-
turally homogeneous, as civilized. The more the settler democracy, the more
the ethnic exclusivity, the worse the treatment. However, the two late colo-
nial cases, the Caucasus and South West Africa, differed. Though German
settlers were also more extreme than was the colonial administration, in both
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cases it was a modern army whose ruthlessness seemed distinctly scientific
and modern that went over the edge into massive murderous cleansing.
Contrary to the democratic peace theory discussed in Chapter 1, most
cases were ethnic wars between democracies. Most native political institu-
tions were actually more democratic than the settlers’, and philanthropic
colonists admired them for it. “The Indians are perfect republicans,” said
Boudinot, president of the U.S. Congress during the War of Independence.
“Every man with them, is perfectly free to follow his own inclinations,” said
Jefferson (Sheehan, 1973: 111). Democracy was direct rather than represen-
tative, ensuring that most males (sometimes also females) enjoyed greater
rights than did citizens of representative democracies. They could speak up
in tribal assemblies. If they did not agree with their chiefs’ final decisions,
they could refuse to fight or leave a fight at any time. They could even freely
leave the nation. In many councils unanimity was required, which meant
that chiefs had to be more skilled at persuasion and compromise than at war.
That was also true of aboriginal groups, and to a lesser degree of the Herero
and Circassians. None of this applies to the Aztec or other Meso-American
states, but their opponents were not democratic either. This is not to endorse
a romantic image of the noble savage. Indians fought repeated and often
cruel wars against each other and could be more ferocious than settlers. The
Fetterman Massacre committed by Plains Indians in 1865 involved disem-
bowelings, hacked limbs, and “private parts severed and indecently placed
on the person.” Even after we discount the fantastic elements in settler hor-
ror stories of Indian atrocities, several Indian nations reveled in torture as a
slow, deliberate ritual and artistic process, understandably appalling whites
(Brown, 1970: 137; Cocker, 1998: 201, 213—4; Sheehan, 1973: chap. 7).
Democratic peace theory excludes groups like the Indian nations from
its calculations because they did not have permanent, differentiated, repre-
sentative states. Yet some Indian nations did develop such states. The most
fully developed was that of the Cherokee, introduced during the 1820s. The
Choctaw, Chickasaw, and Creeks followed down the same representative
road, though not so far, in the period 1856—67 (Champagne, 1992). It did
not save them, since this only further enraged settler state governments. But
democratic peace theory does not work well in the colonies. America and
Australia were democratic for whites but murdered millions. Murderous eth-
nic cleansing, amounting at its worst to genocide, was central to the liberal
modernity of the New World — committed first by the settler colonies and
then by the independent “first new nations.” The process continued in North
America, some countries of South America, and Australia until there were
virtually no more native peoples to exterminate, with reservations preserving
the remnants of tribal peoples. And not states, but we, the people (aided by
local politicians and popular paramilitaries) perpetrated most of these acts.
The central state was called in when its army became necessary, but it was
local settler democracy that made it necessary, through settlers taking the law
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into their own hands in cycles of land-grabbing, raiding/rebellion, and retal-
iation. Since armed gangs of locals could act on their own, and so polarize
the situation, outsiders often had to decide whose side were they on. If even
one settler was killed or a family was terrified by natives raiding their stock,
outsiders found it difficult not to work up civilized outrage themselves — as
we saw U.S. presidents doing.

The explanation of why settler democracies were so murderous differs
from most other cases. The two ethnic groups clashed over a monopolistic
economic resource, land, and most settlers did not need native labor to work
it. Economic power relations were uniquely the prime mover of colonial
cleansings. Yet property rights also required settlers to claim exclusive legal
sovereignty over the territory at present possessed by natives (thesis 3). This
economic-political clash was then exacerbated by the military/ideological
imbalance of power described in thesis 4b. The settlers could eliminate the
out-group with little military or moral risk to themselves. As military power
became even more overwhelming from the 1860s on, a distinct military tac-
tic of overkill, common to Generals Sherman, Miluitin, and von Trotha,
began. Ideologically (except for the Caucasus), the clash concerned peoples
not previously in contact. Except for Mexico, notions of difference between
settlers and natives overwhelmed any ethnic and class differences on each
side. Natives were easy to denigrate as savages or inferior races against whom
civilizations and higher races should advance by whatever means were nec-
essary. This ideological insulation against moral risk was unlike those found
in later cleansings, since it did not mobilize ideologies of modern national-
ism or modern statism. Today, colonial cleansing continues in Palestine and
in the back lands of Latin America and Asia, chasing indigenous peoples
from their lands. Currently, attempts are being made to bring Guatemalan
politicians and generals to court for wiping out Mayan highland villages.

Yet, as thesis 6 suggests, even such instrumentally rational settlers did not
perpetrate murderous cleansing as a single premeditated plan. Almost all
killings came accidentally or from callousness that might not care but did not
actually intend to kill. Killings came in rolling waves, involving perpetrators
in different localities drawn from different generations. In each wave only a
few would actually kill, and they had not intended to do so before they be-
lieved themselves provoked by illegitimate and threatening native resistance.
Other, more moderate plans had been tried and failed. Now radicalization
was finally necessary. Those radicalized were almost all ordinary settlers as
a loosely organized social movement urging on the respected politicians and
military officers to radical measures — as in thesis 8. Desperados, marginal
landless men, and native policemen might be used for nastier work, but even
some of their worst atrocities were genuinely popular among the settlers.
The most obvious core constituency of murderous cleansing, as searched for
by thesis 7 was the rolling frontier itself. That was where the settlers felt
most threatened by native resistance.
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There was also support for thesis 5. Murderous cleansing succeeded be-
cause settlers controlled the frontier zones, but their political institutions had
not been securely institutionalized and did not have a monopoly on the mil-
itary power that most modern states possess. Central states (and churches)
sometimes deplored these local rolling waves of killing, but their writ did not
run there. Settler democracy was loose and fluid in frontier areas. Radicals
could emerge, mobilize crowds and popular local sentiment, and then com-
mit atrocities — while duly constituted authority remained divided or vacillat-
ing. Native political institutions had also been disrupted. White aggression,
deception, and treaty breaking created factionalism and crisis within tribal
assemblies (Champagne, 1992). Younger war chiefs and leaders radicalized
and mobilized raiding parties, bringing upon the heads of the nation massive
retaliation. Institutionalized settler or Indian democracies were less likely to
go over the edge into the perpetration of murderous cleansing than those
destabilized and factionalized by local geopolitical crises, leaving a power
vacuum in which radicals could mobilize. With these qualifications concern-
ing intentionality and confusion in mind, genocide was the first murderous
consequence in modern times of rule by we, the people — the first truly
dark side of democracy. The murderous roles of Washington, Jefferson, and
Jackson and the moral equivocations of Lincoln reveal how tainted were the
greatest democrats of these societies.
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Armenia, I

Into the Danger Zone

All that T have seen and heard surpasses all imagination. Speaking of ‘thousand
and one horrors’ is very little in this case, I thought I was passing through a part
of hell. The few events, which I will relate, taken here and there hastily, give
but a weak idea of the lamentable and horrifying tableau. The same scenes
repeat in the different localities through which I have passed, everywhere it
is the same Governmental barbarism which aims at the systematic annihila-
tion through starvation of the Armenian nation in Turkey, everywhere the
same bestial inhumanity on the part of these executioners and the same tor-
tures undergone by these victims all along the Euphrates from Meskene to
Der-I-Zor.

So wrote Bernau, an American representative of the Vacuum Oil Company of
New York, whose business trip across Anatolia in 1915 proved unexpectedly
horrendous (U.S. Documents, 1993: III, 131).

This genocide was committed well before the rise of Hitler. It was not
the product of “terrible Turks” or “alien Asiatics,” as Europeans have often
liked to believe. Instead, it was perpetrated by the “Young Turks,” secular,
European-style modernizing nationalists. The Ottoman Turkish state was
also a player in European power politics, being in World War I allied to
Germany and Austria-Hungary. This genocide emanated from Europe, even
if almost all the killing occurred just over the Bosphorus in Asia. Nor was
genocide the culmination of ancient ethnic hatreds, though these tensions
were indeed old. The perpetrating state was the multiethnic Ottoman Empire,
long tolerant of minorities. Though its tolerance was fraying somewhat in
the late 19th century, this was not because of the Young Turks. Until shortly
before the genocide, they were allied with the Armenians against the sultan.
If the road to Auschwitz was a “twisted path,” the path to Deir-el Zor was
positively tortuous. I now attempt to navigate its twists and turns.”

I Though the views expressed in these two chapters are my own, I owe a debt of gratitude
to Hilmar Kaiser, who has been most generous in assisting my research. Yet there is still
a large hole in the literature. We lack frank accounts by Turks. We know more about the
victims, which must bias us toward Armenian views of events. As long as Turkish governments

IIT
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As in other cases in later chapters, I attempt to reconstruct the processes
leading into the danger zone of murderous cleansing and then over its brink
into actual mass murder. Most accounts of murderous cleansing, especially
of genocide, are overorganized and overpremeditated. Early events, early de-
cisions are too often read back from the ghastly known end result. In doing
this, we may suppress the complexity and contingency of events. Though
prior events may seem like a single chain of escalations, to the actors con-
cerned they may not have been intended as such. Armenian accounts of
the genocide often assume too easily that earlier events — like the emer-
gence of Turkish organic nationalism, the 1909 massacres, the formation of
the “special forces,” and so on — were steps indicating Turkish premedita-
tion of a final solution (Dadrian, 1997a, and Kévorkian, 1999, both make
this assumption). They were escalations, but were they planned as such, as
part of a ghastly overall sequence? We must prove it, not use hindsight to
assume it.

BALKAN BACKGROUND

We must first appreciate the backdrop: a protracted struggle across the
Balkans and the Caucasus, ending as the Ottoman Empire was driven by mil-
itary force out of almost all of Europe and Russia. The victors were Christian
states — the old Habsburg and Romanov Empires and the new nation-states
of Greece, Serbia, Romania, and Bulgaria (plus one new Muslim state,
Albania). It is now forgotten how many European Muslims there were — only
a few pockets, like the Kosovo or Bosnian Muslims, remind us — and how
they suffered as the Ottoman Empire disintegrated. I suggested in Chapter 3
that in the period of European religious cleansing, things were worse in
civilizational frontier zones like Ireland and Lithuania. Now in a period of
ethnonationalist cleansing, things were even worse along the frontier zone
between Christianity and Islam.

The process differed between the Caucasus and the Balkans. In the
Caucasus, Russia was the enemy. As Lieven (2000) points out, the Russian
and Ottoman Empires shared characteristics setting them apart from the
more westerly empires. They were more autocratic and backward, and their
core provinces (Muscovy and Anatolia) were more backward than their most
threatened border provinces (European Russia and the Balkans). Attempting
to compete in the Great Power game, they were thus forced to increase the
tax-extraction rate on their subjects and increase the size of the state relative
to the market economy. Taxes were also easiest to extract from those without
power. This made both empires more repressive over their own lower classes

continue to deny genocide, as long as Turkish archives remain largely closed, and as long as
most Turkish accounts remain implausible, this bias will continue. Only Turkey is harmed
by this.
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and minorities. Exemplary repression was normal against all ethnic groups.
These were not squeamish states.

In the Balkans all statistics of death remain contested. Most of the follow-
ing figures derive from McCarthy (1995: 1, 91, 1624, 339), who is often
viewed as a scholar on the Turkish side of the debate. Yet even if we reduced
his figures by as much as 5o percent, they would still horrify. He estimates
that between 1821 and 1922 somewhere around 5 1/2 million Muslims were
driven out of Europe and 5 million more were killed or died of disease or
starvation while fleeing. Cleansing resulted from Serbian and Greek indepen-
dence in the 1820s and 1830s, from Bulgarian independence in 1877, and
from the Balkan wars culminating in 1912. Though the new states some-
times repressed and murdered Christian ethnic minorities, they also sought
to assimilate them. Some Muslims were forcibly converted; others remained
as second-class citizens — we will meet them in Chapter 12 in the former
Yugoslavia. But most Muslims were killed or chased out. Between 1877 and
1887, says McCarthy, 34 percent of the Muslim population of Bulgaria fled
and another 17 percent died. In the final Balkan wars of 1912-13 he es-
timates that 62 percent of Muslims (27 percent dead, 35 percent refugees)
disappeared from the lands conquered by Greece, Serbia, and Bulgaria. This
was murderous ethnic cleansing on a stupendous scale not previously seen
in Europe, as the report of the Carnegie Endowment (1914) recognized. It
left a bitter legacy among Ottoman Turks. Perhaps half a million Christian
Ottoman subjects also fled north as refugees from similar pressures in the
remaining Ottoman lands. Many Christians were also killed by Muslim per-
petrators, and these massacres — like the “Bulgarian atrocities” famously de-
nounced by Gladstone — naturally became the ones known in the Christian
West.

Yet, as in most historic empires, the ethnicity of their subjects had been of
little concern to Ottoman rulers as long as they were obedient. All was not
multicultural sweetness and light. Any signs of rebellion by subject peoples
were treated with the severity customary to such historic empires. Lieven be-
lieves Ottoman harshness was worsening, for constant defeats tightened the
tax screws on the poorest inhabitants. When facing rebellions, the Ottoman
Empire, just like its Assyrian predecessor, practiced the policies of what
Table 1.1 termed exemplary repression, in which slaughter was a calculated
strategy to maintain political compliance. In some cases (as in Assyria) this
was reinforced by policed deportations (perhaps degenerating into wild de-
portations) of rebellious populations and their replacement (in this case) by
Muslim settlers. Periodically, such imperial tactics also involved extremely
callous warfare on all sides — as it now did in the Balkans. Punitive raids
and deportations of the populations of whole villages and towns believed
to succor the enemy revealed callous indifference to whether locals lived
or died. The combination, which was no longer practiced in the far more
pacified European states farther west, is what gave the Ottoman Empire its
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reputation for being barbarous and backward. But the Balkan Christians
were doing the same thing, and in any case the combination did not amount
to anything like genocide. The Ottoman Empire —like other historic empires —
wanted compliant, not dead, subjects.

Bitterness against Christians and their states was not mere abstract his-
torical memory among Muslims. It was carried in the persons of refugees.
By now there were about 400,000 European Muslim refugees, mobadjis,
in Asia Minor. Many of the refugees were educated and former property
owners but were now living in abject poverty, homeless and starving (Bryce
Report, 1972: 499). Their numbers were reinforced by more fleeing from
Russia. Many of the Russian refugees came as tribal units, capable of fur-
nishing rather wild, irregular soldiers. The European refugees included many
intellectuals, soldiers, and former officials capable of articulating their dis-
content in ideological and political organizations.

By 1914 the Ottoman lands were also less multiethnic, more mono-
religious than in the past. In 1820 they had been 60 percent Muslim; by 1914
they were over 8o percent Muslim. If they lost many more territories they
might also be a potential nation-state, since Turks were already for the first
time a near-majority of the population — and in control of the state and the
army. Since the nation-state was now everywhere viewed as the most mod-
ern and powerful form of state, Turkish nationalism now emerged, often
embittered. Both of these consequences might be turned against Armenians.

Nonetheless, most political leaders retained a stronger sense of an
Ottoman than a nationalist identity right down to 1914. The empire’s minori-
ties had long enjoyed religious toleration and local autonomy. Each “religion
of the book” had its own miillet (a term signifying both self-rule and nation or
community), administered by its church hierarchy. This was supplemented
at the local level by the zaifa system of privileges available to all minori-
ties. Thus there remained a strong sense of distinct communal identities.
Armenians, Greeks, Bulgarians, Serbs, Vlachs, Jews, and so on knew they
were different from Turks or Albanians or Arabs or Kurds or Circassians
(all Muslims). These identities were deep, not newly constructed. Any mi-
nority community could control most of its local affairs, including civil legal
matters affecting only persons of that community. In return, unconditional
political loyalty to the state was required — and any breach of this would be
treated with severity. But if minorities kept their noses clean, this status was
much more tolerant and closer to genuine multiculturalism than arrange-
ments in Christian states of the period. This was no melting pot but an im-
perial form of consociationalism. And imperialism had some kind of cultural
cement, for all who had more than local horizons also had a sense of being
Ottomans.

It was not an egalitarian system. Among Muslims, formal equality was
undercut by informal discrimination. Relatively backward Muslim groups
like Kurds and Caucasian tribes participated in all political and military
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institutions, but Turks ultimately controlled them. Arab emirs and sheiks
controlled their own regions, but not the center. Turkish elites dominated
imperial structures. But though their ethnic identity might be Turkish, their
political identity and loyalty was Ottoman. Even when Turkish nationalism
surfaced in the late 19th century, it remained primarily cultural, leaving
Ottoman political identity unchallenged (Poulton, 1997: chap. 3).

The Christian Greeks and Armenians were neither economically backward
nor geopolitically unprotected. The Christian powers had effected a conti-
nental encircling movement, bypassing the Middle East and using control of
the seas to dominate trade with Asia. Ottoman trading links with the East,
hitherto crucial for its economy, decayed, and with it the Muslim merchant
class. Trade depended more and more on Europe, and this trade was flour-
ishing. Before World War I about 14 percent of GNP was exported, almost
all to Europe and Russia. The two Christian minorities were better adapted
to serve as intermediaries, adept at acquiring certificates of protection from
foreign diplomatic agents. Thus the Christian powers helped entrench com-
munal controls by the Christian minorities over the economy. As was normal
imperial practice the world over, the Great Powers forced the Ottoman rulers
to grant them free trade concessions and even extraterritorial privileges — the
hated capitulations. The apparent upside was the willingness of the French,
British, and then Germans, locked in their own interimperial rivalries, to
bankroll the Ottoman state (to prevent it from collapsing into Russian
or Austrian hands). But even this tactic was double-edged. To prevent the
Ottomans from reneging on these loans, the great powers had secured the
power to sequester about a third of the fiscal revenues of the Ottoman state at
their source. These taxes were paid directly into a Public Debt Administration
run by the Christian powers. Peasants’ oppressive taxes went conspicuously
and directly to foreigners*

The more prosperous parts of Constantinople and other port cities were
also conspicuously foreign. Only a quarter of the printing houses were in
Muslim hands; only a quarter of the newspapers and journals were writ-
ten in Turkish. All 40 private bankers were non-Muslims, and the vast
bulk of Istanbul’s international commerce was run by Christians; they were
even encroaching on inland trade with Muslim regions. Many Greeks and
Armenians were growing wealthier — even buying land in Anatolia —and they
seemed to some Turks to be in league with the oppressive Christian powers.
Traditional consociational inequality had been disrupted. Economic power
no longer buttressed political and military power. There were fewer Turks in
privileged positions outside of the state and army, and very few Christians
inside them. Muslims complained that when they went away to war, the
Christians gained further control of land and commerce (Akcam, 1992: 61).

2 These paragraphs on the economy owe much to Keyder (1987: chaps. 2, 3), Keyder et al.
(1993), and Ahmed (1982: 402-5).
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As in other countries, nationalism first emerged among highly educated Mus-
lims, which here meant in the state sector. Thus the nationalists were dis-
tinctly statist in their aspirations: the state was seen as the way to economic
power and development.

Yet this was not a total ethnic niche economy in which Armenians occupied
only specialized economic roles. Seventy percent of the 2 million Armenians
remained peasants, alongside 8o percent of the Turks. Both differed from
the Greeks, most of whom lived in fairly homogeneous coastal commercial
and artisanal communities controlled by the Greek Orthodox Church. The
patriarch spoke for the whole Greek community. He expressed liberalism on
social and economic issues but was constitutionally a conservative. Greeks
favored the retention of the millet system that protected their privileges (and
preserved the power of the patriarch). Wealthy Armenians and the Armenian
patriarch often had interests and politics similar to those of their Greek coun-
terparts, but they had less control over their communities since Armenians
were very divided by class. The mass of Armenian peasants, and indeed most
of the traders and artisans of the Anatolian interior, had less attachment to
the millet system. They were also involved in a struggle over land owner-
ship with Turks and Kurds in Anatolia, and this was turning more violent.
Aspirations to control the land later encouraged them toward nationalism.
The struggle over land, more than resentment of an ethnic niche economy,
eventually turned conflict over economic power extremely nasty.

Thus ethnicity-religion and class bore complex relations to each other.
Before World War I the former did not simply trump the latter (as in my
second ethnic thesis). Prosperous Armenians ranked higher on most stratifi-
cation dimensions than did poor Turks. On the other hand, in crises many
Armenians and Turks could be persuaded that their economic interests might
divide along ethnic lines. Ottoman politics were structured by both stratifica-
tion principles. In terms of my second general thesis, the Ottoman position
remained ambivalent: religion-ethnicity and class were still fairly equal as
stratification axes. And right next door, in the Russian Empire, nationalist
resentments were soon to become part of revolutionary class struggles. Why
did this not happen also in the Ottoman Empire?

Geopolitically, however, the Christian minorities could also be plausibly
linked to foreign oppressors. In their retreat through the Balkans, Ottoman
leaders had long and bitter experience of betrayal by Christians. They came
to regret that relatively few Turks lived in what were now the two most vul-
nerable border areas, the European approaches to Constantinople in east-
ern Thrace and those parts of eastern Anatolia adjacent to Russia. Hence
Ottoman polices of resettlement were revived. From 1911 on some Bosnian
refugees were resettled in Macedonia, displacing local Christians (Derogy,
1986: 36). From 1913 on, Greeks were replaced as settlers in the Balkan
approaches. The settlers were mainly Turkish refugees from the lost territo-
ries. Considerable violence was used in these displacements, though it was
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seen by its perpetrators as retaliation for the worse things that had recently
happened to Balkan Muslims.

Again, however, the geopolitical situation of the two Christian communi-
ties differed. Greeks had their own neighboring homeland state, Greece,
which could intercede diplomatically for them, backed by the European
powers — whose statesmen spoke (classical) Greek! Greeks had a choice.
If they wanted economic prosperity, they could stay where they were. If they
wanted their own state, they could move next door. There was little dan-
ger that Greeks within the empire would seek to create their own state. If
the millet system failed, some might seek irredentist unity of their coastal
communities with Greece. But though Greece was nibbling away at Turkish
islands, it could not realistically invade the mainland to protect Ottoman
Greeks. It needed World War I and Ottoman collapse to produce a Greek
invasion and more murderous treatment of Ottoman Greeks in retaliation.

Armenians were not so protected (nor was the smaller Maronite Christian
community). Equally spread between the Ottoman and Russian Empires,
they had no state anywhere. Any Armenian state would have to be carved
out of Turkish or Russian lands. Though Russia had often persecuted its
own Armenian minority (and this had generated the first Armenian nation-
alist movements), Russian governments now began to consider exploiting
the discontent of Armenians living within the Ottoman Empire. Russian ex-
pansion now constituted the greatest threat to the survival of the Ottoman
Empire. One of its tactics might be to foment an Armenian fifth column
inside Turkey. Russian leaders began to declare that Armenians were fellow
Christians, to be protected. The Treaty of San Stefano in 1878 had ratified
Russian seizure of a slice of eastern Anatolia, butit also obliged the Ottomans
to effect reforms in the eastern Anatolian provinces, guaranteeing Armenian
security there. International treaties now routinely contained clauses guar-
anteeing human rights for Christians. Was this only for Christians, asked
many Turks? One Armenian survivor remembers his uncle predicting the
consequences: “the more we persisted in complaining to the Christian na-
tions, the more determined the Turks became to exterminate the Armenian
Nations” (Kazanjian, 1989: 351). Thus Armenian—Turkish relations involved
geopolitical as well as economic power tensions.

The suspicion that Armenians might not be loyal subjects seemed con-
firmed when some caught the nationalist virus sweeping across Europe.
Armenian nationalists had gone to work in Russia in the usual way, stan-
dardizing the language and the literary canon, kindling memories and myths
of the medieval Armenian state, hoping to re-create a state out of Russian
and Turkish territories. Nationalism was slower to catch on in the Ottoman
Empire because of the millet system. Most wealthy Armenian community
leaders and the Armenian Orthodox patriarch remained committed to com-
munal autonomy within the Ottoman Empire. They were privileged by it.
But the ideal of most younger and poorer politicized Armenians was now
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focusing on an independent state. Scattered local risings began in Anatolia in
the 1860s. The more conservative nationalists looked to the tsar for support,
liberals to Russian reformers, and a few radicals, focusing on the land issue,
drew closer to Russian revolutionaries and began to arm themselves.

Ottoman government traditions made them more likely to repress than
conciliate such demands. In any case, they had seen it all before (as Dadrian,
1995, emphasizes). They had long and bitter experience of Christian mi-
norities demanding political reforms, supported by the Christian powers.
All across the Balkans, Serb, Bulgarian, Greek, and Albanian reformers had
at first only demanded regional autonomy, to which the empire had often
responded positively. “No region enjoyed a larger measure of administrative
autonomy than the island of Crete,” says Djemal Pasha in his memoirs. “But
did we succeed in compelling the Cretans to abandon their hope of uniting
with Greece?” No, he answers bitterly, nor did we in Rumelia, absorbed by
Bulgaria, or Egypt, occupied by the British. Abetted by the Christian powers,
all such privileged territories had seized their independence or been absorbed
by the Christian powers —in the process killing and expelling many Muslims.
Djemal sees this as a general modern tendency. Political decentralization had
protected the Habsburg Empire no more than it did the Ottomans. Nation-
alism, he concludes, must be countered with “firmness” and centralization,
“Ottoman unity,” led by the core imperial people, Turks. Armenia can only
be held this way, he concludes (1922: 250-1). Though Turkish leaders knew
that almost all Armenians were loyal subjects, they doubted this would last.
Indeed, it would need great originality from both Armenian and Turkish
politicians to avoid taking the Balkan route. It needed a more egalitarian
consociationalism than the old millet system provided. Unfortunately, both
groups’ education in modernity would lead them away from consociation-
alism toward the ideal of the organic nation-state.

In the 19th century intercommunal conflict intensified in the course of
struggles for political democracy. Ottoman rulers adopted divide-and-rule
tactics between religious/ethnic communities in order to preserve their per-
sonal absolutism. On occasion they asked Christian communities to pay for
the costs of repressing Turkish peasant revolts, in return confirming their
privileges. In 1839 a liberal grand vizier yielded to class pressure from below
by granting formal equality before the law. This was reconfirmed in 1856.
But this was a breach of Islamic law and Ottoman tradition, and it alien-
ated many Turks, accustomed to legal privileges. Either policy could stir
ethnic resentment, since each could be seen as increasing the privileges of
already economically privileged Christians. This further allowed sultans to
deflect discontent over class-rooted political issues by scapegoating resented
minorities — the same policy that the tsars were practicing vis-a-vis the Jews.
The sultans exacerbated ethnic tensions toward pogroms.

The first major pogrom was aimed at the Maronite Christian community
of Lebanon and Syria in 1856—60. There 40,000 people were killed, and only
French military intervention stopped the pogrom. Abdulhamit II, the “red
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[i.e., the bloody] sultan,” ruling from 1876 to 1909, sought to modernize
through greater centralization, legitimated by pan-Islamicism. He extended
education, sought to standardize it in Ottoman Turkish (which had con-
siderable Arab and Persian elements), and built up the army. He abolished
legal equality and the constitution and created his own “Hamidian” army
regiments, largely Kurdish, to specialize in domestic repression. Their activ-
ities allowed more land-grabbing by Turks and Kurds. Armenian national-
ist groups began to organize their own violence from the 1870s. In 1894
some Armenian communities refused to pay taxes to both the Ottoman au-
thorities and local Kurdish chiefs. Their agitation produced massive exem-
plary repression in which an enormous number of Armenians died (between
60,000 and 150,000). It was aimed at towns in Cilicia and the East where
Armenian nationalist agitation was strongest, and it fed off the land dispute.
Class resentment directed against the Armenians was visible in the fren-
zied looting that accompanied the urban massacres. Then the sultan sent in
Hamidian regiments, ostensibly to separate the two sides but actually in-
tensifying the killing. Yet, like the Jews in imperial Russia, the Armenians
were something of a safety valve for the regime. Having used massacres
to bolster his support, the sultan turned the valve off again, discouraging
further murders. Liberal Turks and Armenians were both later to remem-
ber this terrible pogrom as decisive in alienating the Armenian community
(Izzet Pasa, 1992; Miller & Miller, 1993: 61). This was occurring before
Turkish nationalists got anywhere near power. Indeed, they opposed it. As
we shall see, the Turkish and Armenian nationalists were allies until very
late.

THE RISE OF TURKISH NATIONALISM

An empire in such retreat will encounter internal discontent and demands
for reform. There were tax revolts, strikes, and food riots in the big cities,
and army mutinies by unpaid and sometimes starving soldiers. Most of the
reformers were referred to as “Young Turks,” an expression that lives on in
our language as indicating youthful, determined, and rather attractive radi-
cal reformers. However, in the early stages of the reform movement, the label
is not quite appropriate, since most adherents considered themselves more
Ottoman than Turkish. “Ottoman liberalism” predominated among them.
This demanded Western-style modernization: constitutional monarchy,
equality before the law, an extension of education and other public services,
and some recognition of local cultural autonomy — and, more problemati-
cally, political autonomy for minorities.

But liberalism had three defects. First, there was a tension between indi-
vidual and communal rights. This tension was never resolved by liberals, and
it weakened their cohesion. Second, to the extent that they focused on local
communal rights, they saw them as confederal rather than consociational —
that is, minority rights were to be entrenched in local communal autonomies
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more than in the central state. This is the normal bias of liberalism. Yet con-
federalism was not generally favored amid modernizing states in the 19th
or early 20th centuries. Strong centralized states were considered essential
to their geopolitical defense. Third, liberals were supporting the same types
of reform as those demanded by the foreign powers. Thus they sometimes
seemed to be supporting foreign interventions against the sultan and could be
labeled as stooges of the imperial oppressors. This was all the easier because
liberalism was rather secular, Western, and appeared non-Islamic.

Such abuse was hurled by varied groups — Islamicists, palace loyalists,
and another growing Young Turk faction favoring a more centralized and
eventually a nationalist state, standing firm against foreigners. Yet faction
divisions had not yet hardened. The groups overlapped in membership and
recruited among the same core constituency of highly educated Muslims in
the bureaucracy, education system, and army. Though at the Young Turk
Congress of 1902 (held by exiles abroad) the battle lines were clearly drawn,
liberals and radicals continued joint action against the conservative palace.

Both factions were greatly influenced by European political ideas. In
Europe liberalism and nationalism were already dominant, alongside two
statist currents of thought, French positivist social engineering and German
Listian economics. Adapting these ideological currents to the Ottoman expe-
rience of peripheral exploitation at the hands of the imperial liberal powers
meant that nationalism and statism gradually rose at the expense of liberal-
ism. This was a movement of officials, teachers, and officers, not merchants
and manufacturers. The events of 1905 helped redirect this trend down more
Asiatic channels. An Asian power, Japan, inflicted the first decisive modern
defeat on a European power — the Ottomans’ great enemy, Russia. Japan had
adapted more nationalist and statist influences than liberal ones. Delighted
by the spectacle of Asians humiliating Europeans, many Young Turks re-
solved to do likewise.

Since the intelligentsia was so influenced by global nationalist thought, the
early Turkish nationalist theorists were actually cosmopolitans. Those edu-
cated abroad, especially in France, were prominent, and so were ex-Balkan
and ex-Russian Muslims who did not at first consider themselves Turks at
all. So were Jews, especially those from the cosmopolitan city of Salonika.
Socialism and freemasonry also contributed to Turkish nationalism. Some
leading nationalist intellectuals were of mixed ethnicity themselves (Turkish/
Kurdish, Turkish/Tartar, Bulgarian/Turkish, etc.). Maybe their personal ex-
perience with the multiethnic tensions of the empire made them first gravitate
toward nationalism (as Ziircher, 1998: 136—7, suggests). But these were no
longer isolated peripheries. Kurdish chiefs got the news of the sinking of the
Russian fleet the next day, over the telegraph.

The most influential theorist was Gokalp (Astourian, 1995: 28—9; Landau,
1995: 37; Melson, 1992: 166—7). Half-Kurdish, he was born in 1876 in
Diyarbakir in eastern Anatolia. He was a veterinary college graduate,
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a poet, and a professor of sociology, much influenced by Durkheim and
Tonnies. He argued that societies had developed through three historical
stages. First had come tribal communities, in which language and race gen-
erated the normative and ritual solidarity that (like Durkheim) he believed
was the core of any society. The tribal stage had been followed by a broader
religious solidarity — in this region, Islam. Finally came the third, modern
stage, in which normative solidarity rested on the culture of the nation and
the institutions of the nation-state. Only national culture and state corpo-
ratism could transcend class conflict and the mutual parasitism that he per-
ceived an expanding division of labor had brought to a multiethnic society.
A Greek/Armenian bourgeoisie and a Turkish bureaucracy were parasitic
on each other, and both preyed on the poor Anatolian peasant. Only the
nation, he concluded, could provide what Durkheim had termed a collec-
tive conscience, a moral order capable of holding together a modern society
with its sprawling division of labor.> Gokalp, drawing from Tonnies, also
distinguished between culture (norms, values, and practices within a com-
munity) and civilization (a rational, international system of scientific and
technological knowledge). Turkish culture was still trapped within the me-
dieval civilization of Islam and Byzantine politics. This needed replacing
with European scientific-industrial civilization. But national pride could be
reconciled with modernity. Turks could modernize while keeping their dis-
tinctive cultural traditions. Gokalp was able to popularize his sociological
theory through his poetry, his main source of influence among educated
Turks.4

His concept of the nation became more Turkish than Ottoman. Given
Ottoman traditions, reinforced by the threatening geopolitical context, he
saw national norms as decidedly martial and statist, which appealed to
younger bureaucrats and officers. But he denounced Ottoman multiethnicity
for having stifled the Turkish national spirit. Turks may have won the wars,
but they lost the peace by assimilating to the culture of the conquered —
a common refrain among imperial revisionists (e.g., Germans and Serbs
encountered later in this book).

We succeeded in conquering many places
But spiritually we were conquered in all of them.

[

Durkheim himself had suggested that the nation might supplant God as the core of society’s
moral and ritual order. He had also written at length about countering anomic and disinte-
grating tendencies within the division of labor with the aid of syndicalist corporations. But he
never quite satisfied himself that he had found the answer to his original question: “how do
modern societies hold together?” As a liberal, he would have been unhappy with Gokalp’s
nationalist solution — and with later fascist extensions of his corporatism.

Dadrian (1997b: 239—40) describes the Young Turks as “devoid of any cultivated ideological
footing,” a “gang” of “bloodthirsty adventurers” — useful in ascribing to them genocidal
premeditation but not to understanding their ideals or their appeal.

IS
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Assimilation must be rejected. Christian minorities could be allowed Turkish
citizenship but not nationality, for they “would remain a foreign body
in the national Turkish state.” The Turkish nation-state required military
discipline:

What is duty? A voice that comes down from the throne of God,
Reverberating the consciousness of my nation

I am a soldier, it is my commander,

I obey without question all its orders.

With closed eyes

I carry out my duties

These sentiments are rather organicist, excluding minorities from full mem-
bership in the nation. Militarist tendencies are understandable given the
geopolitical position of the country.

Another influential theorist was Agaoglu, born Agayev to a prosperous
Muslim family in Russian Azerbaijan in 1869. As a young man he identified
himself not as a Turk but as a Persian — as did many educated Muslims proud
of the past glories of Persian culture. But he became aware of the exploitation
in Russia of local Turks, economically deprived and politically excluded. His
early writings demanded political rights for Turks in Russia, though without
using nationalist terminology. He then studied in Paris and was influenced
by Renan’s view of nationalism stressing religion and the Aryan race. This
led Agaoglu to identify Shi-ite Islam and Persian ethnic identity as the keys
to national modernization (Persians were Aryans; Turks were not). But
back in Azerbaijan he was shocked by the atrocities committed by Russians
and Armenians against local Turks in the 1905 revolution. He believed
Armenians did not want Turks to achieve equality with them. The 1908
coup in Turkey (see later) made him a Young Turk. He became inspector of
education, dropping Persian and Islamic in favor of a Turkish identity. His
change of name symbolized his embrace of Turkism. His nationalism was
now quite similar to Gokalp’s. It had been the experience of Russian oppres-
sion and divide-and-rule, setting Muslim against Christian minorities, that
led such emigres to pioneer Turkish nationalism. Though few in numbers,
these writers dominated some of the emerging Turkish nationalist journals
(Arai, 1992: 55; Landau, 1995: 35-6; Poulton, 1997: 68—75; Shissler, 2003).

The significance of these intellectuals derived from their ability to give
broader meaning and legitimacy to the modernizing aspirations of a highly
educated generation of youngish men staffing the middle levels of the civilian
and military bureaucracy. The main connection was through the educational
institutions in which they taught, especially the Civil Service Academy (the
Miilkiye), the War Academy, and the Military Medical College, all located in
Constantinople. Their graduates adapted the nationalist ideas learned there
to the more worldly domains of the army and provincial administration, es-
pecially in the remaining but threatened European provinces of Macedonia
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and Thrace. Both Gokalp and Agaoglu were honored by the movement and
became members of the Central Committee of the Committee of Union and
Progress (the CUP), the semisecret ruling body of what gradually became
the more radical nationalist wing of the Young Turks, sometimes called
Ittihadists (Unionists).

The Ittihadists then moved unevenly toward three main types of policy.
First came a theory of ideological power. Reformers said that a modern state
required new cultural and educational cement. They were fervent believers
in meritocracy based on the acquisition of modern technical and scientific
knowledge. This also made them secular. They were hardly strong enough
to attack Islam, and in any case they were aware of the fact that it was Islam
that gave the empire a powerful ideological cement. But on education and the
language issue they revealed their true nationalist colors. They pressed for
a simplified Turkish language and literature, purged of Persian and Arabic
elements, with poetry rendered in a meter more suitable to mass education
because it was better attuned to actual Turkish speech. Gokalp’s own popular
poetry exemplified this. Language issues dominated the nationalist journals
(Arai, 1992). They hoped to make schooling free, compulsory, and in the
modernized Turkish language. Turkish was proclaimed as the only language
of instruction, a typical forcible assimilation policy of organic nationalists.

The movement was itself meritocratic. Take the three men who later be-
came its “triumvirs.” Talaat Pasha was from a family of Bulgarian converts.
His mother held the despised occupation of a layer-out of corpses. He began
his career as a teacher of Turkish in a Jewish school and then became a gov-
ernment postal and telegraph clerk. He rose to become a senior telegraph
official. Enver Pasha was the son of a lower railway official, born in a poor
part of Constantinople. He attended military school and was a star pupil. He
rapidly rose on his abilities through the officer corps. Djemal Pasha’s family
was also humble — his grandfather had been the sultan’s hangman, his father
was a soldier. He also did well at military college and rose rapidly. But though
the Ottoman Empire lacked a true aristocracy, its elite had modernized by
acquiring a veneer of Western culture, the French language, and diplomatic
graces rather than technocratic knowledge. This brought generational sta-
tus conflict with the Young Turk meritocrats. The German Stuermer wrote
snootily, “The Turks of decent birth are disgusted at these parvenus” (1917:
255; cf. Barton, 1998: 190—1; Derogy, 1986: 34—9; Mardin, 1971: 201; Shaw,
1977: chap. 4). Young Turk meritocratic ideals were popular, but their lan-
guage policy alienated Albanian, Arab, and Christian sympathizers. As these
left the movement, it became more committed to Turkification.

Second came a theory of economic power, mostly articulated after
about 1910. The Ittihadists turned away from economic liberalism toward
the cultivation of a national economy led by an organic national bour-
geoisie coordinated by the state to achieve development. Borrowing from
German economists in the tradition of Friedrich List, they emphasized state
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intervention, protection, abolition of the free trade capitulations, and boy-
cotts of “foreign” enterprises, which mostly meant Christians. Though this
was popular among many Muslims, it alienated Greeks and Armenians and
it encountered resistance from liberals. It only became a prominent policy
following successful mass boycotts of Greek and Armenian shops during
1912-13 (Adanir, 1998: 59—60; Kaiser, 1997; Keyder, 1987: §3—4; Zlircher,
1998: 127-31). This, coupled with the land issue, channeled class resent-
ments toward ethnonationalism.

Third came a theory of military and political power stressing technoc-
racy and centralization, with Germany again the model. Technocracy was
embraced by all reformers; centralization appealed more to Turks than to
minorities. The Young Turks formally embraced democratic representative
ideals but, like the liberals, recognized that the empire was a long way from
the ideal. Some also began to argue that only Turks or Muslims would ulti-
mately be willing to defend the Ottoman state against its enemies. This led
in the organic nationalist direction of allowing only Turks to be full political
citizens. But it probably mattered more that in terms of practical action, the
movement was being steered away from democracy. Its core lay in the army,
Islamic and mostly Turkish. Then the Balkan and North African campaigns
converted some Yonng Turk officers to the violent paramilitarism of a peo-
ple’s war. Enver’s Young Turk squads of guerrillas (fedais) began waging
callous warfare in the Balkan hills. As geopolitical pressure on the empire
mounted, radicals also suggested deporting ethnic minorities of doubtful
loyalty from strategic regions and resettling Turks in their place.

All these policies were seen, nonetheless, as reformist, and as being aimed
against the palace. Yet Armenians, Greeks, Arabs, and Turkish liberals ob-
jected to some of them, and they threatened all those with entrenched priv-
ileges in the old regime, including Christian elites (Astourian, 1995: 27-31;
Shaw, 1977: 301—4). The Turkish nationalists appeared surprised by the
strength of the reaction. They seemed fairly free of ethnic prejudice. Their
journals talked at length about ethnic diversity but rarely mentioned eth-
nic conflict (Arai, 1992). Some articles recommended assimilation into a
single Turkish/Ottoman identity, but the only force envisaged was compul-
sory teaching of Turkish. As yet there was no confrontation between rival
ethnonationalists claiming the same territorial area (as in my third thesis).

YOUNG TURK RADICALIZATION, I908—I3

By 1906 the sultan’s regime was unpopular, its fiscal resources stretched,
provoking tax revolts, food riots, and demonstrations by unpaid soldiers.
The palace could not command enough loyalists to repress these challenges.
Reformers demanding the restoration of constitutional rule began to point
to the 1905-6 revolutions in Russia and Iran as models. Radical nationalists
were involved in many of these disturbances, and CUP branches and beartbs,
Turkish nationalist cultural associations, expanded in Anatolia. They
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collaborated more with Armenian than with Greek or liberal factions, since
they shared their radicalism on constitutional and taxation issues (Ahmad,
1982; Kansu, 1997: 29-72, 78—9). CUP fedais and Armenian nationalists
fought alongside each other in skirmishes in the eastern Anatolian city of
Van against Ottoman troops. Arab sheikhs were more reactionary, since the
Islamic/tribal status of the caliph/sultan bolstered their own power. Thus
the political lineup at this stage was not between Muslims and Christians.
The CUP and Armenian nationalists were allies, if wary ones.

The Ittihadist power base lay in the junior and mid-level officer corps
of the European army, quartered in Salonika, Edine (formerly Adrianople),
and Monastir (now Bitola in Macedonia). Sixty-three percent of the 505 CUP
members in Salonika were officers. These were almost entirely Muslim and
predominantly Turkish. Since this was an illegal organization, they organized
clandestinely, gathering weapons and soldiers. In 1908 they marched on Con-
stantinople. Aided by some street demonstrations, they pulled off a half-coup
against Sultan Abdulhamit, not deposing but sidelining him (Kansu, 1997:
87-113, 221). To describe these events as a revolution would be accurate
only in a limited ideological sense. There was little pressure from below,
only a little violence and little class content to the Young Turk demands.
This was faction fighting among military and political elites, leaving the
masses unchanged. Though the Young Turks favored a constitutional and
fairly pacific regime, they did not intend the “primitive and superstitious”
people to rule. Rather, meritocratic reforms and secularization would gradu-
ally civilize the country and make democracy possible (Mardin, 1971). Enver
Pasha expressed the new regime’s ideals in democratic and rather multicul-
tural terms:

Today arbitrary government has disappeared. We are all brothers. There are no longer
in Turkey Bulgarians, Greeks, Servians, Rumanians, Mussulmans, Jews. Under the
same blue sky we are all proud to be Ottomans. (Morgenthau, 1918: 18)

Some Greek, Albanian, and Bulgarian nationalist bands voluntarily laid
down their arms in the months following the coup (Kansu, 1997: 100-1).
The CUP and progressive Christians were allies, since they all favored con-
stitutional rule. There were purges of corrupt civil servants, the constitution
was restored, and parties were allowed to organize openly. Semidemocratic
elections were held. Male taxpayers over the age of 25 voted for an electoral
college whose members were generally local notables. These then voted for
the actual deputies. This involved a popular vote, but local notables had pre-
ponderant influence upon the result. The parliament then shared power with
an executive. This semidemocratic system was still essentially in operation
in 1915. Table 5.1 details the election results.

It should be noted, however, that party labels were shallow and fluid.
Young Turk candidates were often the same old local notables now jumping
on the bandwagon of modernity. Some deputies changed sides once they
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TABLE 5.1 Deputies Elected to the Ottoman Parliament in 1908: Party
Grouping by Ethnicity (numbers)

cur Independent Monarchist
Ethnicity Young Turks Centrists Conservatives Total
Turks 43 83 27 153
Arabs/Kurds 1 30 22 53
Albanians 2 10 15 27
Bulgarians/Serbs o 8 o 8
Greeks o 22 22
Armenians 4 7 o 11
Jews 3 1 o 4
TOTAL 53 C.153 c.72 278

Source: Calculated from Kansu (1997: appendix 1). My calculations of Kansu’s data produce
slightly different totals of overall party strength than he gives on pages 238—9. There were
also at least three deputies whose party affiliation and ethnicity are unknown (though the
overall number of deputies is not known with certainty). Turks, Arabs, Kurds, and Albanians
were Muslims. Bulgarians, Serbs, Greeks, and Armenians were Christians. The Greek deputies
mostly voted as a bloc. They tended to be centrists on social and economic issues but
conservative in their support of the monarchy and the millet system.

were elected, embracing a conservatism they had eschewed on the popular
hustings. Table 5.1 shows that independent centrists dominated, but not as
a cohesive group. Most CUP (Young Turk) deputies were Turks, yet the CUP
also got many Jewish, Armenian, and Albanian votes and was allied with
Bulgarian and Armenian socialists. It received little support from Greeks,
who wished to retain their traditional millet privileges, or from Arabs or
Kurds, whose leaders were more attached to the palace. The CUP did best in
Europe and in western Anatolia. In eastern Anatolia, Armenian candidates
who might have offered support to the CUP were defeated by conservative
Turkish or Kurdish candidates (Ahmad, 1982: 405—21). The CUP appealed
to the more modern, less religious, parts of the empire and was the ally of
other ethnonationalists. Almost two-thirds of the CUP deputies were officials
or teachers compared to less than a third of the other deputies.5 Non-CUP
men were more likely to be lawyers and propertied notables (including Arab
sheiks). Islamic muftis and ulemas were found in all parties, including the
CUP, though most of the Islamic establishment supported the palace. We see
again the Young Turk bureaucratic/educational core.

Parliament lacked a consensus. The CUP could steer some legislation
through, since it was the most cohesive group and could pick up support
among independents. But everything had to be laboriously negotiated, often
in return for corrupt favors. The CUP retained its multiethnic support, while

5 Regular military officers were banned from standing as candidates, though a few deputies
were officers who were also teachers at military colleges.
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the powers of the palace were being reduced. But when it came to positive
reforms, difficulties arose. The CUP favored more state centralization and
Turkish-only education, but Christians and many other Muslims did not.
Many Christian, Albanian, and Arab politicians showed their nationalist
colors only after the old regime was defeated. Nonetheless, there were re-
peated attempts at conciliation and compromise right down to 1913, since
the Young Turks needed all the allies they could get. They were few, with
little influence in many parts of the empire. In most towns they had to
continue ruling through local notables and Muslim clerics. In some places
even local CUP leaders might have little commitment to Young Turk ide-
als. Though purges increased the number of reformers in the political and
military bureaucracy, even their hold over the European army was shaky.
Many of these highly educated officers had never actually served in com-
bat, and their ability to control their men was limited. In the ethnic sphere,
therefore, their Plan A remained (in terms of the categories of Table 1.1) an
uneasy multiculturalism: alliance with all the sultan’s enemies, including the
Armenians.

But all hell broke loose next year. Army mutinies were followed in April
1909 by murderous cleansing in Cilicia, around the city of Adana. Over
20,000 Armenians (plus about 1,000 Muslims) were massacred by mobs.
It is not entirely clear who organized this. There is no evidence linking the
massacres to the sultan or any other higher authority in Constantinople.
Some contemporaries believed that a radical Salonika faction of the CUP,
led by Dr. Nazim (of whom more later), were implicated in encouraging them
(Dadrian, 1997b: 246—7). Dadrian (1992: 274—5) alleges that the massacres
were a test of the CUP’s already mature plans for genocide but produces
no real evidence for this statement. Kévorkian’s research (1999) shows that
several local Young Turk leaders (including the main Ittihadist newspaper
in Adana and the CUP branch heads in Adana and Tarsus) were among
the instigators, along with conservative politicians and officials and sev-
eral clerics. These local notables claimed that Armenians were preparing
an armed rebellion, and some of them may have genuinely believed this,
though it was probably not true. Since they controlled information sent to
the capital, for a time the authorities in Constantinople probably believed
this too.

The massacres died down but then restarted when soldiers sent to quell
the massacres began joining in after unknown persons fired on them. The
local situation had been very tense. Adana was an ethnically divided city
experiencing industrial development. Greeks contributed most big capital-
ists, Armenians most small businessmen, professionals, and skilled work-
ers. Muslims resented Christian economic power. Armenians who had fled
abroad during earlier persecutions were now also returning to claim their
property, seized by Turks and Kurds. During 1908-9 many Muslim refugees
from both Europe and the Caucausus were also being resettled in the area.
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So there was a strong economic power component to this ethnic/religious
conflict.

The events in Adana resembled some of the deadly riots that have recently
broken out across the Indian subcontinent (as documented by Brass, 1997,
and Tambiah, 1996, and which I discuss in Chapter 16). There were the
same inflamed local tensions, the same fanatics with their own malevolent
goals, similar exploitable incidents (in this case, an Armenian youth shot
dead two of the Turkish thugs who had attacked him), similar gullible belief
in the grossest rumors, and similar complicity by local politicians and police
and military authorities. What set the Adana incident apart, and made for
such a terrible massacre, was that (unlike the Indian subcontinent) higher
state echelons did not intervene decisively to quell the massacres or afterward
punish the guilty. Kévorkian suspects (but cannot prove) that the Young Turk
regime was involved from the start. I am more inclined to believe that the
riots escalated mainly because of the weakness and divisions in the regime.
The Young Turks were of various stripes, and they still needed to cooperate
with liberals, Islamicists, and palace loyalists. They were warier of alienating
them than the Christians. Though the Young Turks were formally allied to
the Armenians, they reasoned that unlike Turkish factions, Armenians had
nowhere else to go. Thus they were slow to come to the aid of the Armenian
community. Their divisions were also revealed in the three separate inquiry
commissions set up: a court martial whitewashed the authorities and blamed
the Armenians for the troubles, and the members of the two parliamentary
inquiries between them produced three rather different reports. The cabinet
exonerated Armenians, who it declared were “the victims of the spread of
unfounded suspicions and provocations.”

After the fact, there was a regime conspiracy. Both Dadrian and Kévorkian
imply that this supports the notion that the regime had conspired to perpe-
trate the massacres. But cover-ups are common, and they do not mean that
the regime was itself guilty of the act being covered up. Most Turkish politi-
cians wanted to sweep the atrocity under the carpet. Only a few (egged on
by Armenian and Greek politicians) sought to prosecute the leading per-
petrators. The compromise was to execute some perpetrators of the second
rank while punishing the leading perpetrators with a slap on the wrist. Those
military officers who were complicit in the massacres actually seem to have
received better subsequent postings than those who tried to stop them.

This sorry aftermath preserved cooperation among Turks but was a dis-
aster for interethnic relations. “Don’t trust Turkish governments” was the
lesson drawn by most Armenians, badly denting future negotiations with the
Young Turks (see also Ahmad, 1982: 421-3; MacFie, 1998: chap. 2). Grow-
ing friction with Armenians also made life more difficult for CUP moderates.
The party’s compromises with palace conservatives and liberals strengthened
a Turkish/Islamic identity as the lowest common denominator of the regime,
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weakening its attachment to democracy. All this strained the alliance between
Young Turks and Armenians.

The creaky coalition regime then suffered geopolitical disaster. Austria
annexed Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria proclaimed full independence, and
Crete joined Greece. This series of disasters strengthened the hand of central-
izers and of Turkish nationalists/Islamicists against liberals and Christians —
a stronger, more loyal state was needed, more said. CUP commitment to
democracy was now secondary to defense of the state. But their centralizing
policies — increasing state powers over conscription and taxation and enforc-
ing a Turkish language policy — were not specifically aimed at Christians.
Indeed, it was Albanians (some of them Young Turks) who in 1911 launched
the first insurrection against centralization, followed by risings by Yemeni
tribal chiefs. In response the CUP moderated its centralization policies.

Italy exploited this moment of Ottoman weakness by invading its North
African provinces. The coalition government sought appeasement, but some
CUP army men broke ranks. They raised volunteer fedais, recruited support
from Arab chiefs, and thrust back the Italian Army to a narrow coastal
strip of territory. This was a tremendous success for the radicals, seem-
ing to demonstrate the military power a combined Turkish/Islamicist ide-
ology could mobilize in guerrilla warfare against Christian armies. But most
Young Turk leaders remained pragmatic politicians, attracted to a variety of
Turkish, Ottomanist, and pan-Islamic ideas, blending them flexibly to deal
with opposition and stay in power. Moreover, minority issues were not their
most pressing problem. They were a by-product of the two main tasks: to
secure a constitutional regime against the palace and to secure a stronger
state against the Great Powers. Defeats and territorial losses escalated do-
mestic conflict to riots and murder in the streets. Defeat tended to discredit
whichever group was then fronting the regime. The palace conservatives were
overthrown by a half-coup mounted by liberal officers. The Ittihadists feared
for their own lives. But with Islamicists also weakened, secular nationalism
strengthened. When the liberals were forced by the Great Powers to deliver
the city of Edine to Bulgaria in January 1913, they were overthrown by an
Ittihadist coup.

The Young Turk coup installed rule by three young triumvirs: Enver
(age only 31), Talaat (age 39), and Djemal Pasha (age 41). Ambassador
Morgenthau called them a “roughshod crew” (1918: 21), and they had now
effectively abandoned democracy. In Constantinople, Djemal was particu-
larly ruthless in his repression of opposition. The palace defeated, they had
little in common with Christian decentralizers, and they had the military and
police powers to repress them. We can see this period from 1908 to 1913 as
a period in which the Young Turks grew up and learned the harsh realities
of life. From idealism, the exigencies of coups, risings, and wars had lured
them tactically into the darker side of traditional Ottoman rule — exemplary
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repression by military and police authorities, legitimated by reasons of state.
The nationalists had been toughened.

So they ruthlessly radicalized the state. Several Ittihadists who were to
emerge later as key organizers of genocide now received crucial appoint-
ments and promotions within the security apparatuses (Dadrian, 1997b:
259; Kaiser, 2000b). Army purges shed 1,100 unsympathetic officers; others
were shunted sideways — including Mustapha Kemal, the officer who under
the name Ataturk later ruled his country. This was to remove him from sig-
nificant participation in the genocide. The Ittihadist youth wing now received
military training from the army (Astourian, 1995: 26; Dadrian, 1995: 195—
8, 214; Ziircher, 1998: 19—44; 1998: 9o—115). The sultan was reduced to a
rubber stamp. The cabinet still contained moderates and non-Turks — a Jew
converted to Islam, a Circassian, a Christian Arab, and an Armenian. But
they occupied “softer” offices — finances, public works, commerce and agri-
culture, and posts and telegraphs (Morgenthau, 1918: 121). The repressive
heart of the state had been seized by nationalists. Some were contemplat-
ing extreme measures to achieve their desired goals. This was becoming a
radicalized party-state.

In terms of the model laid out in Chapter 1, by 1913 the Ottoman Empire
was entering the danger zone of murderous ethnic cleansing. Political leaders
amid two ethnic/religious groups were beginning to lay claim to rival states
in the same terrain (my third thesis). One possessed the existing state; the
other had a historical memory/myth of its own state, buttressed by half-
plausible means of attaining it again with help from a neighboring power. The
Young Turks were now steering into organic nationalism and radicalizing
the repressive heart of the state. Economic resentments were being channeled
away from class toward ethnonationalist conflict (my second thesis). The two
communities might be on a collision course.

Their progress toward collision had been erratic, and it remained asym-
metric. On the Turkish side, radical organic nationalists now controlled the
core of the state. A few Armenians sought national independence, some
through terrorism. It took only a few of them to bomb, seize banks, and as-
sassinate Turks and conservative Armenians. Sultan Abdulhamit himself had
narrowly escaped assassination in 1905. Since this was secretive terrorism,
the authorities had difficulty in responding with precise selective repression.
Some repressive measures fell on Armenians more generally, alienating more
of them. Some Turks reasoned, as they had in the past, that repression would
work and bring not love but compliance from Armenians. Others faced with
modern nationalist dissidents were less confident, but believed they had seen
it all before. Far more Armenians, they believed, would soon embrace revo-
lutionary nationalism — unless they destroyed it now. But the measures had
to be more systematic than in the past. Hence a more radical Plan B began to
emerge. Some Turks were considering a preemptive strike of forcible “Turk-
ification.” Yet even if collision was now likely, it might not be more deadly
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than traditional tactics of exemplary repression plus Turkification — repress
the few hotbeds of radical Armenians to cow the rest into compliance and
then Turkify them. But things did get worse, again the result of unexpected
geopolitical pressure.

DESCENT TOWARD MURDEROUS CLEANSING

Radical Ittihadists were now discussing variant forms of a Plan B, forcible
Turkification. The most incriminating Young Turk statements of the pe-
riod 1910-14 refer to the desire to achieve Turkification or “Ottomanism,”
if necessary by force or military means. There is no reason to believe this
meant genocide; more likely the radicals were contemplating some combina-
tion of coerced assimilation, selective repression, and limited deportations.
This policy firmed up and acquired more supporters among the Young Turks
through the military power pressures exerted by two wars following in quick
succession. In two years the Ottoman Empire was to go right through the
danger zone and over the edge into genocide. The Balkan wars ended in
humiliating peace terms imposed by the Great Powers in February 1914.
Turkish forces, led by Enver Pasha, had been retaking territory in Thrace,
but the treaties deprived them of the gains and also demanded more au-
tonomy for the Armenian communities. For the first time this was to be
supervised by two inspectors appointed by the Great Powers. Armenian re-
formers were identified as collaborators with Great Powers imposing na-
tional humiliation on Turks. The loss of territories ratified by the peace
treaties reduced the ethnic-religious diversity of the Empire. Ottomanism
had failed and was less relevant to the rump state anyway. With the sultan
sidelined as a constitutional monarch, a more secular Turkish nationalism
dominated.

More Young Turks began to embrace ethnic nationalism. Lacking a broad
base of support, their theorists had invented one in the Turkish heartland,
the neglected and hitherto despised and uncultured peasantry of Anatolia.
If the state was to be saved, here were its loyalist masses. This involved dis-
placing notions of class exploitation by a bureaucratic/bourgeois dominant
class over an exploited peasantry onto a claim of ethnic-religious exploita-
tion by a foreign and comprador bourgeoisie over a bureaucratic/peasant
Turkish proletariat (Keyder, 1987: 61). The leaders of resistance would
be the bureaucrats, the followers Anatolian peasants. From this was then
spun a broader imperial myth. Theorists like Gokalp, Tekinalp (born Moses
Cohen, a Jew from Serres, near Salonika), and Akcura (from a family
of Russian Tartar merchants who studied at the War Academy and then
in Paris) had been conceiving of their national identity as ultimately less
Ottoman, Islamic, or even Turkish than “Turanian” or “pan-Turkic.” This
entity embraced the Turkic-speaking population living east of Anatolia into
the Russian Caucasus, across Central Asia, and up into western Siberia
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(see the Turanian maps in Baghdjian, 1987: 19 and Landau, 1995: 3 —though
both are of later date). Gokalp’s 1911 poem “Turan” culminated in

For the Turks, Fatherland means neither Turkey, nor Turkestan;
Fatherland is a large and eternal country — Turan!

When faced with World War I, Gokalp advocated conquest to achieve it.

The land of the enemy shall be devastated,
Turkey shall be enlarged and become Turan.

For were not Turanians descended from the great conquerors Attila, Genghis,
and Timur (Tamburlaine)? Tekinalp described the potential Turanian expan-
sion as “Ghengizism,” ruthless conquest followed by forcible Turkification.
This was an Asian adaptation of aggressive European organic nationalisms
of the period. There was soon even a rival European claimant to this very
Turanian mantle — Hungarian fascism (see my companion volume, Fascists,
chap. 7). Turan would save what had been a half-European empire by re-
orienting it toward Asia. After the 1908 coup these pan-Turkists became
professors in Turkey, influencing young men and women, their ideas res-
onating amid the turbulent geopolitical climate. Pan-Turkists, Ottomanists,
and pan-Islamicists still debated vigorously within the movement. The three
triumvirs all differed: Enver was a Turanian enthusiast; Talaat was more
statist and opportunist, emphasizing whichever identity would appeal most
to his audience; and Djemal compromised, saying that his own identity was
primarily Ottoman but that Turks must stage an imperial revival (Arai, 1992:
chap. 4; Landau, 1995: 31—52).Yet, emphasizing Turkic rather than Islamic
identity created fewer enemies. It did not antagonize Britain or France (which
feared that pan-Islamism might undermine their own empires), only Russia.
During World War I, Turkey’s German ally also encouraged Turkish aggres-
sion to focus on the Russian enemy, safely away from possible disputes with
allied Austria and neutral Greece. So the war saw a further surge of Turanian
sentiments among the Ittihadists.

This was bad news for the main Armenian communities in central and
eastern Anatolia, whose own nationalism was intensifying. They lived along-
side Turkish and Kurdish peasants, not always amicably. Eastern Anatolia
was adjacent to Russia, blocking the lines of communication with the rest
of the Turanian people. Armenian nationalists were now relying on Russia
for external protection since the Russians were promising a new Armenian
statelet. Turanians were identifying a macro-regional conflict between the
Turkic peoples and a Christian Russian—Armenian alliance. A leading rad-
ical, Dr. Nazim (a graduate of the Military Medical School) argued, “The
Ottoman state must be exclusively Turkish. The presence of foreign elements
is a pretext for European intervention. They should be forcibly Turkicized.”
He, and Gokalp at this time, were formally suggesting coercive assimilation,
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not deportations or murders. But even this would require considerable re-
pression.

The peace treaties intensified the Turkish sense of being victimized. Per-
versely, said Turks, the Christian powers still saw Turks as the oppressors,
denouncing their militarism and atrocities while ignoring the suffering and
humiliation imposed on them. Akcam (1992: 43—50; cf. Akcam, 1997, and
Dabag, 1994: 104—7) says that Turks became absorbed in the psychosis of
disappearance, the fear that this would culminate in the final collapse of the
Turkish state and all aspirations to nationhood, and in societal paranoia,
the belief that foreign powers and minorities were destroying them. They
railed justifiably at the biased standards of the West. They saw that during
the wars the loyalty of Christian minorities had been shaky, with some aid-
ing the enemy. Turks alone had to decide on their moral standards and the
measures necessary to achieve them. Such indignation was the moral basis
of the radicalization now under way.

This is a paradox we will repeatedly encounter, of an insecure imperial
nation now claiming it is oppressed. The reasoning is: “We were once a
proud imperial power, but we are now the exploited victim. Since you still
falsely denounce us as an oppressor, we reject all your moral standards. We
will revive our pride and our power within limits imposed only by our own
moral standards, and so by whatever means we deem necessary.” Indeed,
this does have a certain terrible logic. I am not for one moment accepting
the common Turkish rationalization that genocide was in effect provoked
by the victim. Yet, before 1915 both sides could conceive of themselves as
being victimized. The Armenians had suffered terrible pogroms, but the very
survival of Turkey as a state was now threatened, and some Armenians, in
collusion with foreign powers, were helping to try to destroy it. From July
1913 Armenian community leaders — not radical nationalists — began meeting
with foreign diplomats at home and abroad, persuading them to pressure the
Ottoman government to grant more community autonomy to them. They
ignored pleas from Talaat and others to desist. As Dadrian (1997: 254—7)
notes, their contacts with the Russian government were to prove especially
damaging. Now the Young Turk leaders feared collaboration with the foreign
enemy not only from a few radical nationalists but also from respectable,
conservative Armenian community leaders. If all Armenians were enemies,
what then?

The most radical Ittihadists now seem to have resolved on a desperate way
out. We have the testimony of several allied German and Austrian officers (in-
cluding the most senior Austrian officer, Vice-Marshal Pomiankowski) sta-
tioned in Turkey during World War I that some Young Turk leaders decided,
after the Balkan wars, that “next time” they would rectify past mistakes by
eliminating or annihilating disloyal minorities — with the Armenians singled
out for the harshest treatment (Dadrian, 1994a). Though these words may be
a rhetorical flourish not implying actual genocide, they do imply murderous
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cleansing, Turkification, and deportations. But a “next time” was still
needed. Otherwise, the Young Turks still had two more likely options. They
might settle down in power and compromise with varying coalitions of lib-
erals and minority nationalists, issue by issue. Such compromise would help
secure effective rule across the whole country. This might also involve com-
promising with the Great Power demands for Armenian reforms. Alterna-
tively, they might turn to traditional Ottoman policy of exemplary repression
to finish off Armenian nationalist activists and scare the rest into submis-
sion. The first option was being grudgingly implemented in mid-1914 as two
inspectors arranged by the Great Powers, a Norwegian and a Dutchman,
were on their way across Turkey to supervise reforms in central and eastern
Anatolia. The Ittihadists had been stalling the inspectors, but they were re-
luctant to alienate all the Great Powers at once. Nor in peacetime did they
have the instruments or the cover to accomplish mass murder even if this
had been their goal.

But there was a next time, and it promptly sent the two inspectors riding
home again before they had inspected anything. It came by way of a much
bigger war, which drove an immediate wedge of steel between the supervising
Great Powers. World War I began in the first week of August 1914. Turkey
signed a secret treaty with Germany on August 2, committing itself to soon
join the Central Powers. If Turkey did join in, it was logical to join the
German side, for Germany was the only Great Power not trying to grab its
territories. Britain had traditionally propped up the Ottoman Empire, but
had shifted in the 1880s to a strategy of dividing the spoils of Asia amicably
with Russia. The CUP overestimated German strength — they themselves
valued statist militarism over liberalism, and ideological bias seems to have
contributed to this mistake. The dissident Young Turk Batzaria believed it
was all decided rather impulsively by a group of radical leaders who loved
action and struggle over caution and peace (Karpat, 1975: 297). But Karsh
and Karsh (1999: chap. 7) believe that the radicals, spearheaded by Enver,
had a more consistent vision of regeneration through battle and a more
calculated strategy for getting what they wanted from Germany. If Germany
was going to win, better join its alliance early, for the spoils of victory would
be greater. Once neighboring Bulgaria also joined the German alliance, the
CUP lost all doubts. For its part, Germany wanted one crucial strategic
asset from the Turks: if the Bosphorus and the Black Sea were bottled up,
Britain and France could not ship resources to bolster the Russian war effort
(Djemal Pasha, 1922: 113—15; MacFie, 1998: chaps. 5, 6). This was indeed
achieved by a few German ships, much Turkish artillery, and the bravery of
the Turkish infantry in resisting the British landings at Gallipoli.

In the week following the secret treaty, CUP leaders tried for the last time
to stick with Plan A. They sought an explicit deal with Armenian nationalists,
presenting them a kind of loyalty test. A high-level CUP delegation asked the
leaders of the main Armenian party to help organize an insurrection among
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Armenians living in the Russian Caucasus. If this was successful, the CUP
said it would grant them an autonomous Armenian province under Turkish
rule. The Armenian delegates rejected the offer, replying that in the event of
war, Armenians on both sides of the frontier should remain loyal to their
respective states (Jafarian, 1989: 76). This seemed the most sensible option
for them, for to rebel against either state was decidedly risky for a minority
lacking military resources. But it was also obvious that if Armenians had to
choose loyalty to one of these states, more would choose Russia than the
Ottoman Empire — which had been recently murdering them. Armenians’
recollections of their youth indicate this. One remembers adults in Sivas
talking affectionately of “Uncle Christian,” that is, Russia: “the hope of
salvation for the Armenians in Anatolia would be the arrival of the Russian
army” (Bedoukian, 1978: 7; cf. Jafarian, 1989: 41—4; Kazanjian, 1989: 48).

Of course, a modernized millet system embodying entrenched power shar-
ing would have considerably increased Armenian affections for Turkey. But
Armenian radicals wanted local freedom from centralized rule, whereas since
1908 the Ittihadists had sought to strengthen centralization. As they saw it,
decentralization had ended in the loss of province after province. By 1914
they were probably correct. Regional autonomy would have probably led
to further Armenian demands for an independent state. That seemed to be
the way the whole European world was going. To the radicals, Armenians
seemed to be political enemies of the state and ethnic enemies of the Turanian
nation. They set the loyalty test too high and the Armenians failed it — and
the Ittihadists knew both reasons why: the pragmatism and the nationalist
sentiments.

The Ottoman Empire formally entered World War [ in late October 1914.
The declaration of war urged “destruction of our Muscovite enemy” to
“unite all branches of our race,” that is, of Turanians. Four non-Turkish cab-
inet members resigned in protest; the grand vizier (an aristocratic Egyptian,
a rather marginal Young Turk) dithered but stayed on. The resignations
increased Ittihadist control over the state. The poorly organized Turkish
forces fought hard, not without success. A British expeditionary force was
defeated in Mesopotamia. At Gallipoli a British landing to force open the
Straits was thwarted. This state was capable of survival. But in the Caucasus
in January 1915 came disaster, the complete defeat of Enver Pasha’s Third
Army. Enver’s attempt to invade Russia seemed foolhardy, in keeping with
his reckless ambition and his attraction to the notion of an ethnic Turanian
Empire (suggested Stuermer, 1917: 76—7). Less than a quarter of his 90,000
troops made it back to Turkey. Only extreme winter weather held up the
Russian counterinvasion.

Over 150,000 Russian Armenians had volunteered for the tsar’s army,
some through patriotism, some viewing the tsar as the lesser evil, some want-
ing to get their hands on weapons — which might be used later for Arme-
nian nationalist purposes. A much smaller number of Ottoman Armenians,
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including some experienced fighters, had crossed the border to join the
Russians. Most Armenian sources estimate only 1,000-2,000, though the
most detailed account is of 5,000. Turkish army reports suggest 6,000—
15,000 (Chalabian, 1988: 218-29; Documents on Ottoman-Armenians,
1983: II: 13, 45-6, 63). Derogy’s (1986: 44) range of 5,000-8,000 seems
the most plausible compromise. Whatever the number, it was dwarfed by
the 200,000+ Armenians conscripted into the Turkish forces, few of whom
deserted. But though the Armenian volunteers were few, they had value to the
Russians. They knew the terrain, the disposition of Turkish forces, and the
sympathies of the local populations. For Turkey this was a very threatening
front during the first three years of the war, until the 1917 revolution brought
the collapse of the Russian armies. Some Armenians were intensifying that
threat.

The prior radicalization of parts of the Ottoman state, plus a little
Armenian participation in Turkish defeats, explains the next escalation, into
murderous reprisals directed only against Armenians. Armenians seemed
more threatening, yet were also more vulnerable than Greeks and Jews.
Ottoman Greeks knew by now that the miller system, which had privileged
them, was dead. Their loyalty lay with Athens. But Turkey did not want
to provoke neutral Greece. The Jews were neither geographically concen-
trated (except for Zionists in Palestine) nor plausibly connected to an enemy
power. Many Jews were Young Turks, since they remained suspicious of
Christians. The German ally also sought to protect Greeks and Jews — but
not Armenians (Dadrian, 1996: appendix C). Several Austrian and German
officials, American consuls stationed in the European provinces, plus Rafael
de Nogales, a Venezuelan mercenary fighting with the Turkish forces, all
believed the Young Turk plan was to turn on other minorities later. Less vis-
ible Christian minorities did suffer during the war. While riding, de Nogales
came upon slaughtered Nestorian Christian villages. Unlike the Armenians,
he said, they presented no threat to Turkish rule. The Bryce Report detailed
at gruesome length these massacres. But the U.S. consuls reported that few
Greeks were slaughtered. Most were forced to leave, their property stolen and
some of their young women raped (Bryce, 1972: 99-192; Dadrian, 1994; de
Nogales, 1926: 136—7, 206-8; U.S. Documents, 1994: 65—70). When Greeks
were both more threatening and more vulnerable, during the Greek—Turkish
War of 1922, nearly 30,000 Greeks were massacred after the Turks took the
city of Smyrna. But for the moment, the main Christian threat seemed to be
posed by the Armenian communities in central and eastern Anatolia.

Kurds were much less of a threat, though they were as vulnerable as the
Armenians and without foreign protectors. Kurds have been victimized by
more recent Turkish (and other) states. But the dominant Turkish policy to-
ward Kurds was coerced assimilation plus some deportations, not mass mur-
der. Kurds are Muslims. Turks viewed them as more primitive and tribal than
the Armenians. They could be bribed and modernized through Turkification,
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and they mounted less of a political threat. They were also so poor as to be not
worth looting. During 1916 and 1917 entire Kurdish tribal confederations
were deported from eastern border provinces designated as a Turkification
region. But they were not murdered. It was expected that they would as-
similate into the Turkish population of their new area of residence (Adanir
& Kaiser, 2000: 14-15). Only Armenians were the victims of reprisals and
deportations, which were to be murderous. The last Balkan war and the first
year of the First World War had taken Ottoman Turkey right through the
danger zone and over the brink into murderous ethnic cleansing.

CONCLUSION

This chapter has not described an inevitable or premeditated descent into
murderous ethnic cleansing. Descent resulted from two persistent and two
more contingent pressures.

1. European influence and Christian military and geopolitical power had
persistently encouraged nationalist rebellions in the Ottoman Empire.
Though the Christian powers had sought to prevent the collapse of
the empire, they had negative views of the Turks who dominated it.
This empire was the “sick man of Europe,” ruled by “terrible Turks,”
“fanatical Muslims,” and “barbarous Asiatics.” They had decided that
the empire should not survive unless it could somehow become civi-
lized. But their liberal recipes for this civilizing process, though often
well intentioned, were not ideally suited to this state or its survival.
More significantly, the action was accompanied throughout by land-
grabbing and economic exploitation. After all this, it was more or
less inevitable that either the Ottoman Empire would collapse or an
Ottoman, Muslim, or Turkish attempt at revival would nourish harsh
views of Christians.

2. This pressure reinforced long-standing Turkish and Muslim popular
economic resentment against Christians within the empire. Populists
argued that the Muslim master had become the slave. Since this was
not entirely fantasy, a radical organic nationalist movement might mo-
bilize widespread popular Muslim action against Christians. Inland
Anatolia nourished a second resentment by local Turks and Kurds of
Armenians buying up their land. Turks and Kurds countered with vi-
olence conferred by their control of political and military power. In
both cases, class resentments were being displaced onto ethnicity. But
these two Muslim populist movements arose in different regions and
classes. It was not clear that they would ally together. It was even less
likely that such an alliance would be under the Young Turks. For most
of the prewar period Young Turks were allied with Armenians, not
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with those fanning populist violence. No one was intending to trump
class with ethnicity.

3. But the Young Turks radicalized as military and political pressures
led them to view modernization as requiring more centralization than
they had initially believed. Their multiethnic Ottomanism also gave
way to greater Turkic nationalism. Turks were nonetheless slow to
embrace organic nationalism. The strength of the empire had lain
in multiethnicity, and it needed many defeats before they sacrificed
this. But Ottoman politics were determined less by mass movements
than by quite small groups controlling significant power resources.
The economic modernization of the empire was mostly controlled by
non-Turks, but Turks controlled political and military modernization,
and they were increasingly attracted to statist and nationalist reform.
Mobilizing coercive powers within the army and police, and with the
ability to call forth popular demonstrations, they seized political power
in two stages, in 1908 and 1913. Purges then radicalized the state and
the Young Turks themselves. But this did not simply follow the lines
indicated in my first ethnic thesis. There was a sense in which this was
the darkening of democratic aspirations, the blending of the demos
and the ethnos. But the Young Turks also radicalized and modernized
rather dark Ottoman practices, turning repression and divide-and-rule
between ethnic communities toward actual cleansing.

4. World War I suddenly intensified militarism and geopolitical destabi-
lization and made this blend much more dangerous. From late 1914,
only Germany retained any influence inside the Ottoman Empire, and
Germany had no interest in Armenians. Their main protector, “Uncle
Russia,” was at war with the empire, supported by some Armenians.
This raised the specter of a scenario mixing my theses 4a and 4b.
Though the Turks possessed overwhelming force within the empire
vis-a-vis Armenians, the two sides could be equalized by foreign sup-
port that produced a real fear of political extinction among Turks.
War also meant that there would now be no external restraints on
radical solutions to the ethnic-religious tensions of the empire. This
was a contingent and external pressure, since the Ottomans had not
contributed to the slide to general war. Their decision to join a war
already in motion was also a mistake that might have gone otherwise.

So geopolitical destabilization (thesis 5), linked to Christian economic priv-
ileges, made some kind of radical Ottoman Turkish backlash probable. Sev-
eral times geopolitical crises enabled radicals to win closely contested argu-
ments among the Ottoman reformers. In 1908 the Young Turk and Armenian
nationalists had been allies, the Plan A of the Young Turks. It was primarily
geopolitical pressures that pushed them apart over the next six years. The
final radicalization resulted from World War I. The two coups had provided
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the potential instrument of radicalism, a state core that could connect the
two different populist resentments against Christian privileges, embody a
modern organic nationalist solution, and implement radical policies. Only
through the second coup, reinforced by the world war, did danger spread
to Armenians as a whole. Armenians in eastern Anatolia blocked the or-
ganic Turanian nationalist project to save the empire, and both national-
ists and conservative Armenian leaders were increasing their contacts with
Russia. Tensions between some Armenians and some Turks rose to the boil-
ing point. As this book will show, this was not an atypical combination of the
deep-rooted and the contingent as causes of descent into murderous ethnic
cleansing. As usual, it was political power — who would control the state —
that was ultimately the decisive source of danger.

Note how late came the fatal embrace of organic nationalism, statism, and
violence. That the Young Turks, rather than palace and Islamic reactionaries,
should be the instrument of their doom would have surprised most Arme-
nians in 1912, even perhaps through much of 1913. As late as August 1914
the Young Turks tried a new version of their Plan A, alliance with the Ar-
menians. As we see in the next chapter, their Plan B — mass but strategically
confined deportations — emerged quickly and turned even more rapidly into
a Plan C of more generalized and much more violent deportations. This was
inherently unstable and quickly slid into a genocidal Plan D. This was not as
coherent, organized, and premeditated a genocide as is usually argued. It fits
clearly my sixth ethnic thesis: murderous cleansing is rarely the initial intent
of the perpetrators. Nor was it the only case of the tortuous yet finally rapid
perversion of a promising political movement, as we see in later chapters.
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Genocide requires numbers and intentionality. We don’t know the exact
number of Armenians killed in the years following 1915 — or even the num-
ber living in Turkey.” 1.2~1.4 million killed might be a reasonable guess
for 1915-16. But sporadic massacres resumed when British and French oc-
cupation forces left, accounting for thousands more. Perhaps two-thirds of
the Armenians died altogether. Many survived by escaping abroad, so only
about 10 percent of the Armenians living in Turkey in 1914 remained in
the country in 1922 — the most successful murderous cleansing achieved
in the 20th century. Far more men than women and children were killed.
Of the 180,000 surviving Armenians in the Deir-Zor camp in May 1916,
only 1o percent were men (most being elderly), 30 percent were women, and
60 percent were children (Kévorkian, 1998: 224). But since men, women,
and children were all killed in very large numbers, and since many surviving
women and children were forcibly assimilated into Muslim identities, this
was an attempt to wipe out the Armenian nation. The word genocide did
not yet exist. But the numbers matched the deed.

But was it intentional? Was it planned by the government in advance?
Most writers say it was (e.g., Dadrian, 1995; Melson, 1992). There are a
few disseuters (Adanir, 2001; Suny, 1998). I take the latter view: though
eventually there was organization and planning, this emerged erratically out
of sudden responses to unexpected crises. We have no authenticated smoking
gun, no unequivocal order of genocide from the top (nor is there in other cases
discussed in this book).* Nonetheless, the ruling CUP was radicalizing during

* Turkish official sources estimate 200,000 to 300,000 dead, which is far too low. McCarthy
(1983: 112, 130) goes higher, to 600,000, which he says is 40 percent of the Armenian pop-
ulation. Most others estimate 1.5 million killed, 65-75 percent of a total population of
2.1-2.4 million (Astourian, 1995: 50, fn. 17; Hovannisian, 1986, 1994; Kévorkian, 1998:
14-16, 60-1; Rummel, 1998: 81-5; Yalman, 1970: 326-32).

2 T do not accept as proved genuine documents in which the Central Committee or the tri-
umvirs seem to order genocide — letters of February 18 and March 15 from the Central
Committee to the authorities of Adana or telegrams from Talaat and Enver to underlings in
Aleppo in September, November, and December 1915. These were published by Andonian
(1920), quoted in several Armenian accounts of the genocide, and are supported by Dadrian
(1986a). Turkish scholars suggest that the documents are forgeries. Ziircher (1998: 121) is also
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1914, and this later moved toward genocide. Some said the war provided a
unique opportunity to remove the Armenians and provide a solution once
and for all to the Armenian question. What they meant by this was not
clear. They were not yet a majority, nor did they have the clear support
of the regime’s two powerhouses, Enver and Talaat. Enver seems to have
moved toward their viewpoint on his return to Constantinople from his
defeat at the hands of the Russians in the Caucasus. On January 22, 1915,
he praised the Armenian community and soldiery for their loyalty, but the
next month he began to blame them for his own strategic blunders. Some
German military advisers urged removing Armenians from strategic areas
to prevent them from collaborating with the invading Russians (Dadrian,
1995: 34—42). Talaat later told the American ambassador that deportations
had not “been decided upon hastily . . . they were the result of prolonged and
careful deliberation” (Morgenthau, 1918: 333).

In early 1915 “deportations” were planned, but what did that mean? Some
Turks used the word as a euphemism for something much worse, but proba-
bly most did not. Forcible deportations comprised what we might call Plan B,
adopted after the final failure of Plan A, compromise with Armenian nation-
alists against their common enemies. Initially Plan B was designed to move
potentially disloyal Armenians away from the theater of war so that they
could not interfere with it. But this action contained what I have termed a
tactical lure: as a military tactic it could lure the tacticians toward some-
thing worse. It could easily escalate to Plan C: deporting Armenians from
all vulnerable communications routes and front areas, which might involve
the whole of Anatolia and almost all Armenians. They would be forced
into “safer” marginal desert areas of the south. This escalation was precipi-
tated by the military disasters of early 1915. The Eastern front was buckling
under Russian pressure in late January; the British inflicted defeats at the
Suez Canal in February and in Mesopotamia in April. British naval land-
ings were expected imminently on the Syrian coast. Instead, on March 18
an Entente fleet aimed at Constantinople itself, trying to force entry at
the Dardelles Straits. When this failed, they landed forces at Gallipoli on
April 25 — only a few miles from the capital. This was an attempt to knock
Turkey out of the war. There was panic in Constantinople, and plans were
laid for a last stand in Anatolia, which had to be secure if there was any
chance of survival.

To understand how the Ottoman Empire went over the edge into mur-
derous cleansing of the Armenians, look at Map 6.1. Note the relationship
between the fronts and the Armenian deportations. There was also a general

skeptical. Kaiser (1999b: 108), says that more evidence is needed before they can be accepted
as authentic. Dadrian’s (1993) English version of a document purportedly suggesting that
there was an operational blueprint for the genocide is also undated. Unfortunately, forgeries
do circulate.
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belief among Turkish leaders that Armenians might collaborate with the
enemy and the desire for a “pure” Turkish heartland in Anatolia. Mass
deportations were widely seen as the solution to the short-term crisis and by
radicals as the way to long-term security for Ottoman Turkey.

Plan B was (and still is) widely seen by Turks as a reasonable policy in
the circumstances, given what they saw as Armenian collaboration with the
Russians (e.g., Izzet Pasa, 1992: 200-9; Yalman, 1970: 326-32). Plan C is
harder to justify, though Halil Berktay (in the leading Turkish newspaper,
Milliyet, October 20, 2000) explains it in terms of the wartime context:

the Turks had been forced back, and pushed into a corner...with the landings at
Gallipoli, Istanbul would also be lost, and that there would be a retreat to Anatolia,
and that there would be no place left for the Turks but the Anatolian heartland. And
then, just at that point, the activities of Armenian nationalist bands in parallel with
the operations of the Russian army on the Eastern Front. The resulting birth of the
nightmare that even Anatolia itself was no longer safe.

Plan C was also consistent with the Ottoman practice of forcibly dispersing
rebellious peoples. In 1913 Christian villages in eastern Thrace had been de-
stroyed by the Special Organization Forces (of whom more later) to frighten
all local Christians into fleeing. In mid-1914 some Greek villages and farms
along the Aegean were similarly attacked. In the autumn came police attacks
on Zionist communities in Palestine, launched by the radical Jaffa governor
(Kaiser, 2000b, 2001a; Karsh & Karsh, 1999: 166—7). This was the type of
murderous ethnic cleansing seen in Yugoslavia during the 1990s: massacres,
burnings, and rapes to terrorize the rest to leave — but not genocide. Was it
the policy of the whole regime or of a faction of CUP radicals controlling
repressive resources during a crisis? We don’t know, though I veer toward
the latter interpretation. It was probably the military disasters of early t915
that then converted Enver and Talaat to this radical policy.

But in wartime even Plan C was unstable, breaking the orderly bounds
of my category policed deportations. This ramshackle empire at war was
struggling to provision its own soldiers. A much higher proportion of the
total economic surplus went to the war effort than in other major powers,
and much of it was extracted by force. Perhaps 240,000 Turks died during
the war from disease, alongside the 325,000 who died in battle (Ahmad,
1993; McCarthy, 1983). This is a terrible level of suffering.? But given the
sufferings of the country, no one could have envisaged deporting hundreds
of thousands of Armenians without causing mass deaths. We know of no
plans made for their resettlement. They were just dumped into inhospitable

3 The figures are often adduced by Turkish denialists to claim that as many Turks were killed
as Armenians. While not wishing to minimize the extent of the sufferings endured by the
Turkish people during this period, the number of Turks actually killed (or led to their deaths)
by Armenians must have been a tiny proportion of the total Turkish dead — and a tiny
proportion of the number of Armenians killed by Turks.
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desert areas. The Armenians were allowed no possessions, had no skills
relevant to a desert, and received no government assistance. Most would
die. Even if we take the official Turkish views of events, this would involve
violent deportations laced with elements of politicide, pervaded by extreme
callousness toward the victims, all descending in the direction of ethnocide.

Who initiated such Plans? The unreliable memoirs of Huseyin Cahit
(Yalcin) claim that the Central Committee endorsed genocide in mid-
February 1915. He says that 3 of the 1o members present (Gokalp, Kara
Kemal, and Midhat Sukru) opposed the decision, but they agreed to keep
their opposition quiet. He says that the Committee was dominated by rad-
icals, by now comprising Enver Pasha, Talaat Pasha, and the three leaders
of the paramilitary Special Organization (the Teskilat-I Mabsusa), which
had already been involved in Balkan atrocities and which later carried out
most of the genocidal murders: Dr. Bahaeddin Sakir, Dr. Nazim, and Atif
Reza (Astourian, 1995: 33—41). The third triumvir, Djemal Pasha, was not
present, though in these early days observers considered him an advocate of
forcible Turkification (Morgenthau, 1918: 172—4).

Yalcin’s account may be embroidered, but it seems broadly accurate. The
Salonikan upwardly mobile accountant Sukru was a moderate, though we
lack evidence of dissent from Gokalp, the intellectual. Enver and Talaat’s
radicalism is documented from early 1915. From slightly earlier dates, so
are Reza’s and the two doctors’. Dr. Nazim declared that earlier Ottoman
politicians “had not been far-sighted enough to cleanse all the country they
ruled of the Christian element” (Bryce, 1972: 8).4 A German general held
Dr. Sakir responsible for massacres in Erzerum in April 1915, and Turkish
sources quote him as conceding that deportations “may mean going against
national and humanitarian rules. I am willing and ready to pay for the ‘re-
sponsibility’ of this with my own life.” In the future, he says, it will be
recognized “that I have sacrificed myself for service to the country” (quoted
by Yalman, 1970). Yet he was known as a humanitarian among Turks. In
1916 he organized a series of public lectures in Constantinople by doctors,
social politicians, and politicians on Anatolia, the devastation wrought by
syphilis, malaria, and other diseases, and the hopeless poverty, exploitation,
and lack of education of the Anatolian peasants. His own lecture managed
to pressure Anatolian officials into making new efforts at social and hygienic
reform (Stirmer, 1917: 172-3).

All this suggests debates between three positions inside the CUP. A small
faction still wanted compromise — Plan A. Centrists favored forcible depor-
tations from the front areas. Yet as the British and Russians attacked, de-
portations spread to Anatolia as a whole. Plans B and C, deportations, were

4 Tam discounting as unreliable the statement of the renegade CUP member, Mevlan Rifat, that
on another occasion Nazim had told the Committee that the extermination must be total this
time (the supposed speech is quoted in Chalabian, 1988: 226).
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both unstable. Plan B was unstable when the fronts moved inward, Plan
C because it had to result, even unintentionally, in mass deaths. The third
and most radical faction favored Plan D, wholesale extermination. Eventu-
ally, they won the debate. The last Balkan war started the debate. World
war swung it toward deportations. The official Armenian refusal to foment
rebellion against Russia, reinforced by Turkish defeats, led to a radical vic-
tory that widened deportations into Plan C and then escalated into Plan D,
genocide. These last two escalations were coordinated from the top, in the
offices of Talaat, minister of the interior, and Enver, minister of war. Some of
the consequences of the policy had not been thought through. Deport people
southward from the war zone, even from Anatolia, crushing all resistance —
but how severe should be the repression, how could deportation be accom-
plished, what would happen to the deportees on arrival in the south? Few
could have thought it all through in advance. Perhaps only the most radi-
cal had, since their Plan D was the simplest and most coherent plan.S This
seems the most likely scenario. It does not resemble a highly planned geno-
cide, though it did rapidly escalate to that. Yes, this was genocide, though it
was very rushed and initially disorganized.

THE GENOCIDAL PROCESS

So genocide was a developing process. Its sequence is discussed by Kaiser
(2001a), and it can be traced geographically on Map 6.1. The first inci-
dent occurred in late February at Dortyol, a large Armenian village not far
from the Syrian coast. Two British-Armenian spies had landed, been given
hospitality, and then captured. The place was known as an Armenian na-
tionalist stronghold. The authorities believed that the spies were attempting
to organize a diversionary rising while British marines landed on the coast
nearby. The British were feeling out what support they could expect from
Armenians, and they wanted the Turks to believe they would invade here,
since they would not. Many local Armenians had failed to respond to the
draft. The government was understandably jittery. It may have believed ru-
mors of a plot of a widespread regional rising and felt it safer to prevent any
such possibility with exemplary repression. The Adana governor sent a large
military force to Dortyol, and most of the Armenian men were arrested and
deported in labor gangs elsewhere.

5 Armenian accounts sometimes “read backward” from the genocide itself to earlier events,
which are then seen teleologically as coherent planning for it. For example, the “Armenian
Genocide Chronology” circulated on the Internet (www.armenian-genocide.org/chronology)
intersperses statements by Turkish radicals, Nazim’s boycott of Armenian products, actions
against Armenian politicians, and the formation of the Special Organization as if all were
the first stages of a planned genocide. This was probably not the case; more likely different
strands of anti-Armenian and war preparation came rapidly together.
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This incident was then used to justify Enver’s order of February 27 to
disarm all 200,000+ Armenian draftees in the army. They too were deployed
as forced labor battalions. This policy was applied to other non-Muslims too.
Aaronsohn (1916) was assigned along with other Zionist soldiers in Palestine
to labor battalions, where some were forced to work in terrible conditions.
But he does not suggest that Jews were deported or killed. This was obviously
an attempt to disarm dangerous Armenian collaborators in a strategic area
and all armed Armenians. But was this because they really were considered
a threat or merely so that they could not resist the worst that was already
being planned? Let us see which scenario is more consistent with later events.

There was now a lull followed by another incident, more suggestive of an
ad hoc than a planned response. The first full-scale deportation of a local
civilian population occurred a month later, on March 26, in the town of
Zeitun in Marash province in Cilicia. Map 6.1 shows that this was nowhere
near the front lines, but it was on a major army supply route. It was also
renowned as the strongest Armenian town, able to run its own affairs and
containing many armed nationalists. There were also Armenian bandit bands
enlarged by army deserters active in the nearby hills. When these began
to raid army supply caravans in mid-March, pressure was put on local
Armenian leaders to cooperate with the army in rounding them up. This
worked; most bandits were killed, captured, or dispersed, and the author-
ities eased their pressure. When bandit activity once again increased, the
authorities concluded (with some reason) that the locals were no longer be-
ing cooperative. A German officer stationed there wrote to his wife that the
local Armenians hated the violent and incompetent gendarmerie commander.
This led to fighting in which a dozen gendarmes were shot dead. He com-
mented that the locals were caught in the middle. They “just didn’t trust the
government any more” and were frightened of the robbers’ reprisals should
they betray them. They seemed not to realize how dangerous their situation
was, he commented, for this was too strategic an area for the authorities to
take any risk (Kaiser, 2001b: 13)

So the government decided to end the problem once and for all — and elim-
inate all future threat from these independent mountaineers. A large military
force attacked Zeitun and began to kill Armenian men on April 8, contin-
uing for three days. A few armed Armenians escaped into the hills, where
they fought on, to the disapproval of community leaders who feared worse
retaliation. But this seems to have already been decided, for deportations
began immediately. Most of the local men were sent south to the town of
Deir Zor in the Syrian desert. But the women, children, and the elderly were
deported in a different direction, northwest to Sultania and Konia — which
differed from all later deportations. There were no killings en route, and both
groups reached their destinations — again, different from later deportations.
Surviving deportees say the authorities did not know what would be done
with them. Adding together the actions at Dort Yol and Zeitun, the length of
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time between them, and the different treatment involved compared to later
deportations, this was probably ad hoc exemplary repression — repression so
terrible that it set an example for all other Armenians. The disarming of the
Armenian soldiers reveals additional fear by the authorities of more general
Armenian disloyalty, but these men were still being deployed in construction
tasks and there was as yet no mass killing.

There was now another lull, but of only 10 days, followed by two distinct
but almost simultaneous escalations. One was another incident, but in a
much more important city. Van was a strategic city in eastern Anatolia near
the Russian and Persian borders, the biggest city with a substantial Armenian
population. A moderate governor, Tahsin Pasha, had been replaced at the
end of 1914 by a radical Ittihadist, Djevdet Bey, the brother-in-law of Enver.
Returning defeated and angry from the front, he blamed the Armenians for
the defeat. On April 16 he tricked five local Armenian leaders into meeting
him and had them killed. The alarmed Armenian community erected barri-
cades. Both sides dug in. Sporadic killings began of isolated Armenians in
villages around the lake. On the 2oth, an attempted rape of an Armenian
woman flared up into mass shooting and a bloody siege of the Armenian
quarter began. This gradually merged into the war as the Russian advance
neared the city, headed by Armenian volunteer detachments. They took the
city on June 19, but it was retaken by the Turkish Army and Kurdish irreg-
ulars in August. Van was the site of a full-scale ethnic civil war in which the
front and rear dissolved into one.

Van deeply alarmed the regime. Its sympathies lay with the local Turks
rather than the Armenians, and the radical governor was sending it inflam-
matory reports. On April 19, as the two sides were digging in, the government
informed the German embassy that it could no longer trust the Armenians.
Van was constantly used to justify retaliation through mass deportations
against Armenian collaborators with the enemy (Documents on Ottoman-
Armenians, 1983). In the parliament, a few deputies criticized the authorities’
exaggerations. Some Turkish officers also alleged that the commander of the
Third Army Group, General Kamil, had provoked incidents and then ex-
aggerated them to demonstrate that Armenians were a menace to the war
effort, requiring elimination (Dadrian, 1994b: 93). But though the moderate
deputy Ahmet Izzet Pasa remained horrified by the Turkish overreaction,
he says that when he became commander of the Eastern Front, he realized
that Armenian atrocities had been real enough (1992: 200-9). De Nogales,
the Venezuelan mercenary commanding a Turkish artillery battery at Van,
credibly reported callous warfare on both sides. Neither gave quarter, killing
captured combatants and collaborators. Armenians committed atrocities af-
ter the city was relieved in June. When Turks and Kurds retook it in August,
they escalated to local genocide (for varied accounts of Van, see Bryce, 1972:
32—77; Dadrian, 1996: 31—4; de Nogales, 1926; McCarthy, 1995: 188—92,
223-30; Morgenthau, 1918: 296-300).
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At the time that Van was exploding, the capital was also threatened. The
government knew of the imminent Entente attack, and indeed the Gallipoli
landings came close to breaking through. There was a flurry of political ac-
tivity in the capital. April 20 produced an order to settle Muslim refugees
from Europe in Zeitun: the Armenians were not going to return there. Yet
their fate remained unclear. On April 22 or 23 the CUP and military leaders
made some big decisions. Preparations began for a guerrilla war in Con-
stantinople itself, including the removal of over 200 Armenian leaders from
Constantinople and some other towns, including all revolutionary national-
ists who could be found. On April 25 they were sent to prison camps in the
interior. A second wave of deportations of Armenian leaders came two days
later, after the Entente landings.

On the 24th the Zeitun deportees initially sent northwest to Konia were
rerouted south to Deir Zor. This was a decisive change. They might have been
expected to survive at Konia, but they would likely die in the Syrian desert.
On the 27th, Talaat told the German embassy that the political autonomy
of all religious communities was abolished. Between the 25th and the 30th,
more towns and villages in Cilicia (Armenian strongholds or on army supply
routes) were emptied, the deportees being moved south. As the snows melted
on the eastern Armenian plateau in late April, Ottoman troops and Special
Organization forces began massacres near Van, Mush, and along the Russian
lines. It is unclear when the first killings of the deported political leaders be-
gan. Probably revolutionary nationalists were tortured for information and
then killed, but most of the leaders may not have been killed until late May
or June. It is also unclear when the Armenian army labor battalions began
to be killed, though this was under way at the end of May. By July almost
200,000 Armenian soldiers had been killed. Though a few Armenians had
been deserting, the vast majority seemed obedient. The Entente now had to
confront far fewer Ottoman soldiers and now recruited fleeing Armenians
as soldiers. The French Armenian Legion became 4,500 strong. The radicals
felt trapped in the security dilemma referred to in Chapter 1. Though the
probability of Armenian soldier rebellions was low, the cost of any such re-
bellion would be extremely high. Better strike first to be on the safe side, they
may have reasoned. But few Armenian communities presented much threat
to the Turkish war effort. The regime was not striking at an actually threat-
ening movement, but preempting one seen as inevitable in the future. Talaat
more or less admitted this.

Thus, before April 23-5, there was probably no coherent Plan, but rather
a series of exemplary repression responses to the most threatening situations.
A Plan was then formulated during these three days, focused on Armenian
leaders, soldiers, strongholds, and strategic towns and villages. It was moving
beyond ad hoc exemplary repression and limited forced deportations toward
politicide: an attempt to wipe out the entire potential Armenian political and
military leadership class to prevent it from collaborating with the enemy. In
Armenian communities the police went searching for terrorist arms. They
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found some. It was legal to possess weapons, and many Armenians had
decided that arms were needed for self-protection. If the police didn’t find
guns, they sometimes planted or sold the householder weapons that they
would then “discover.” They would then arrest him. It is unclear how many
were then killed.

Killings and deportations continued to widen. Much of Cilicia was cleared
in May, the Armenian population sent south, as were all later deportees
(Bryce, 1972: 465-91, 646—8). Massacres and deportations spread west-
ward from Van. Scattered resistance provoked greater massacres, but most
Armenian communities were taken by surprise. Later there was substantial
scattered resistance led by bands of nationalists and deserters in the hills. But
resistance was rarely successful, suggesting little prior Armenian organiza-
tion (Bryce, 1972: 84—95; U.S. Documents: 1, 24—5, 49—50; II, 108; Barton,
1998: 100-3, 108—12; Kaiser, 2001b: 20-8; Kévorkian, 1998: 323; cf. Miller
& Miller, 1993: 74—5). By now most Armenians did sympathize with the en-
emy, since a Turkish defeat was their main hope of survival. Whatever the
Plan may have been, in reality, throughout May, escalation was under way
toward a Plan D: genocide.

There was a flurry of official activity in the last week of May. The Entente
powers warned the Ottoman government on May 24 that those implicated
in killings would be held legally liable after the war. We might interpret
subsequent administrative orders either as systematizing the murderous de-
portations or as giving legal cover and an impression of orderliness to them.
Either these orders now embodied systematic genocide or the regime was try-
ing to avoid retribution if it lost the war. The orders did not mention killings.
On May 26 Talaat ordered that inhabitants of Armenian communities close
to the Eastern Front and those in Adana province and Marash district be
deported. The next day the government published a more general “Deporta-
tion Order” authorizing steps to prevent any collaboration with the enemy,
including forced removal and resettlement. There was no mention of regions
or particular ethnic or religious groups. But three days later the cabinet au-
thorized Muslim refugees to settle in any vacated homes, while all Armenian
property would be expropriated and sold. On June 9—10 there were further
deportation and property seizure orders to all provincial authorities (Kaiser,
2001a; texts in Institut fiir Armenische Fragen, 1988: 12—-13).

The pretense continued that this was merely Plan B, war-necessitated de-
portation. In actuality it was genocide. By early September there were no
Armenian communities left, except in the big and visible cities of Con-
stantinople, Smyrna, and Aleppo. Talaat came close to acknowledging geno-
cide in a telegram of July 12, 1915, to the governor of Diyarbekir:

massacres of Amenians and Christians without distinction as to sect have been orga-
nized within the province. ..in Mardin some seven hundred people from among the
Armenians and other Christian inhabitants were recently taken outside of the city at
night and, with due authorization, slaughtered like sheep ... the total of those killed
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to date in these massacres is estimated at two thousand persons...there are fears
that, if a speedy and definite end is not put to this, then the Muslim inhabitants of
neighboring provinces will rise up and engage in a general slaughter of Christians.
As it is not appropriate that the disciplinary and administrative measures adopted
with regard to the Armenians be extended to the other Christians. . .such practices
which threaten the lives of Christians indiscriminately [must] be stopped immediately.
(Quoted by Berktay in Milliyet, October 20, 2000)

He was trying to stop massacres of other Christians but not of Armenians.

The diary of a Protestant missionary teacher, Bertha Morley, enabled
Kaiser (1999a) to give a detailed account of the process in one medium-
sized town, Marsovan. Her account can be supplemented by a chapter on
the area in the Bryce Report (1972: 331—77). It was not a strategic area and
the first note of trouble relates to April 29, 1915, when Morley records that
13 leaders of Armenian societies, all men, were arrested; a further 21 were
arrested on May 10. During May and early June, she reports police concern
about deserters and hidden arms caches. A cache of bombs found in a vine-
yard was attributed to Armenians. In the Bryce Report (p. 332) the principal
of her college says that they seemed rather old arms, but they “aroused the
fury of the Turks to white heat.” Morley says that those found in possession
of arms were arrested and sent off into typhus-infested areas. She does not
question whether the arms finds were genuine, but there is no hint in her diary
of any Armenian resistance. On June 1o the governor said he did not want
“severity,” “but much pressure [was] brought on him from without.” June 23
saw the way prepared for more general deportations. Those born elsewhere
were ordered to return to their birthplaces. All the men were rounded up on
June 26 and sent in groups into the countryside.

The first rumor that many Marsovan men were killed en route was heard
on July 1. On July 3 the mission’s Turkish lawyer let it drop that the deportees
“would be disposed of on the way.” Morley comments: “It looks as if the
crushing or annihilation of the race was aimed at.” The next day, she says,
the whole Armenian population was being told to leave. She hears of a
baker telling an Armenian woman buying several loaves for her journey,
“You won’t need so much bread, and then he laughed.” This indicates that
knowledge of the deportees’ fate was widespread among local Turks. On
July 5, Armenians were desperately trying to sell their property, but some
Turks said, “No need to buy these things. Soon they will be ours anyway.”
“Reliable information” reached them on July 6 that almost all the deported
men were killed en route. The next day there was a “real danger” of a
massacre in Marsovan itself. But the mayor called together CUP members,
and they ensured order. The town saw little serious violence. The principal
said that women were deported over the next two weeks, leaving only a few
hundred out of an Armenian population of 12,000. By now the people “felt
that the Government was determined to exterminate the Armenian race, and
they were powerless to resist” (Bryce, 1972: 334).
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Miss Morley does not convey images of Turkish ferocity. Killings happened
elsewhere, outside her range of vision. Hostile locals seem mainly to have
coveted the deportees’ property and possessions, while friendly Turks urged
Armenians to convert to survive. But such opportunistic conversions rarely
worked, since the authorities were not fooled. Morley seems pleased, since
apostasy seems to have worried this gatherer of souls as much as the killings!
She reports on July 12 that some Turks were mystified by the atrocities,
saying “that they and their religion would never do anything so cruel as
this, that it must be Germany and Christianity” that were to blame. Bryce
(1972: 348) notes that two Turks had been hanged for sheltering or offering
to shelter Armenian friends. On July 14 Morley does report killing in the
town. A sympathetic soldier tried to hide the Armenian Protestant pastor.
But when his comrades threatened to kill him too, he ran away, abandoning
the pastor to his fate. The soldiers argued. Some were still reluctant to kill
the pastor and repeatedly begged him to accept Islam. He refused, so they
killed him and a young acolyte who also refused to convert.

On July 17 the mayor tried to justify the events, saying that they were
“only a fraction of what [Armenians] had done to Turks elsewhere...in
Van not a Turkish child was left in its cradle.” On July 20 Morley says
that Armenian women were grateful to escorting Turkish soldiers who had
fought off marauding Circassians. The authorities were relentless but disci-
plined in their pressure. The mission was pressured to yield up more of its
Protestant Armenians (who, like Catholics, were often initially spared across
the country). On July 18 the local authorities began expropriating Armenian
community assets. On August 15 an official said that in his travels he saw
executions and many corpses lying along the Euphrates. Morley continues
her depressing diary for another month. By then the Armenian community
in Marsovan had gone.

From various such reports emerges a common sequence of events indi-
cating the coordinated implementation of a Plan by the beginning of June
1915 (or perhaps a little earlier). First came a sudden roundup of politi-
cal and intellectual leaders and those supposedly possessing arms. Some of
these were imprisoned; most were marched off, and usually not heard of
again. Then any remaining Armenian men of military age were assembled,
roped together, and marched off, supposedly to be resettled in desert ar-
eas in the unthreatened south of the country. Some local massacres were
committed in the towns and villages of Cilicia and the Russian frontier re-
gions, but not many elsewhere. In these communities this might initially
look like deportations — but why the men first? In reality most of the men
were deported only to the nearest desolate area, where they were killed.
The remaining Armenians lacked arms, leaders, or even many men. Some
weeks later, the women, children, and the elderly were rounded up and
marched into the desert. Since they were no threat, they were not imme-
diately killed but marched for several days. Many died as they starved or fell
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to disease or were butchered in waves of irregular attacks on the straggling
columns by tribesmen or brigands. The European provinces differed in this
respect. Most European deportees were herded onto trains and arrived at the
southern termini relatively unscathed — but not for long. Anatolia and al-
most all other northern areas were virtually totally cleansed of Armenians —
murderously.

American Consul Davies witnessed events in Kharput and what he de-
scribed as the “slaughterhouse province” of Mamuret-ul-Aziz. His con-
sular travels enabled him to see (and photograph) what he estimated to be
10,000 Armenian corpses strewn around its deserts and valleys. Most of them
were naked or half-naked, the result of the final indignity, stripping their bod-
ies by the poorest people of the province (Davies, 1989: esp. 86—7; United
States Official Documents: 1995, Vol. III). Survivors of all the columns of
“deportees” described scenes of terrible cruelty interspersed with a few acts
of generosity. Younger women were repeatedly raped, some being taken as
prostitutes or slave-mistresses, with an uncertain fate.

The wives of Turkish officials often intervened in the deportations, se-
lecting healthy-looking young women to be their servants. Poor Turks and
Kurds seized young women as brides for their sons, which avoided paying
ruinous bride prices. Some of these young women presumably lived in rather
degraded conditions, but they lived. Most eventually assimilated, losing their
sense of being Armenian. Since descent was patrilineal, their children would
take the father’s identity. We have no idea how many Armenian women sur-
vived in this way. It might require revising downward our overall estimate
of the death rate. Such practices reveal that racial views of ethnicity were
not widespread. Useful, harmless Armenians could be forcibly assimilated.
It involved terrible gender and age bias, for while the men and older people
were killed, young women survived.

The escalation from the first incidents to genocide occurred within three
months, a much more rapid escalation than Hitler’s later attack on the Jews.
Map 6.1 shows that the massacres and deportations began in the areas of
greatest Armenian concentration in Cilicia and the northeastern borders
and then spread inward from these borders, west along the Black Sea hin-
terland, and southeast along the Baghdad Railway. Between 600,000 and
800,000 Armenians, disproportionately male, were killed in this first wave
concentrated in Anatolia. A separate rail flow southward began in late 1915
from the European provinces. Those not quickly killed, mostly women,
children, and elderly men, were driven south, ending up in the Syrian and
Mesopotamian deserts. Very few counterflows were visible, except for the
very first deportation from Zeitun.

The second major wave of final exterminations, of perhaps another
630,000, came in the death camps of Syria and Mesopotamia indicated in
Map 6.1 with the symbol ©. Here most deaths came from starvation and
disease (Kévorkian, 1998). Killing resumed from April to September 1916
around these camps, with mopping-up operations elsewhere. The Armenian
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communities were virtually emptied by then. Only Constantinople, Smyrna,
and Aleppo were largely spared, probably because they were too visible. The
arrival of British troops in Syria in early 1917 saved most of those still alive
in southern areas. But the killings continued in smaller waves right until
1923, intensified by the withdrawal of British and French troops from the
region and by the release of some murderous Turkish officials from British
custody (Marashlian, 1999).

We have ample documentation of all this. Already by 1916 Lord Bryce
had delivered to the British foreign secretary a large volume of eyewitness
reports by Armenians and foreigners — missionaries, nurses, travellers, con-
suls, and others.® This remains the best source on the early genocidal process,
buttressed by Armenian survivors’ memoirs (Kazanjian, 1989; Kévorkian,
1998; Miller & Miller, 1993) and by sources who cannot be accused of
bias. The reports of neutral American consuls, businessmen, and missionaries
are damning (collected in Barton, 1998; U.S. Official Documents, 1993-5).
Those located in the north mainly see roundups and deportations, plus
a few killings. They hear credible reports of mass murders and death
marches but do not witness them. It is different for those in the southern
deserts, the destination of the death marches — like Consuls Davies and
Jackson or Mr. Bernau, whom I quoted at the beginning of the previous
chapter.

Even more damaging are the reports of the allies, high-ranking German
and Austrian soldiers, diplomats and railway officials, with access to the
regime. They try to believe the best of their allies, initially expressing disbe-
lief, then shock and dismay at what they call the “annihilation,” “extermi-
nation,” “obliteration,” or “systematic butchery” of the “Armenian race.”
Most concede that this was “the deliberate policy of the Young Turk gov-
ernment” or alternatively of “a large segment of the Ittihadist Party.”” The
German employees of the Baghdad Railway had a ringside view. Their trains
transported many thousands of deportees; the lines were routes of death
marches; and stations became concentration and sometimes death camps.
Kaiser (1999b) quotes terrible descriptions by the railwaymen. The higher
railway officials also became aware of Talaat’s close control of the exter-
minations. Though he occasionally responded to their protests by publicly
denouncing atrocities, it became clear to them that he was then secretly
countermanding these statements and covertly urging his officials to move
the genocide along.

¢ The second (1972) edition of the Bryce Report adds an appendix identifying the places and
persons described in the report. Its main defects are a tendency to label the Kurds collectively
as perpetrators, a failure to perceive the role of the Special Forces, and the editors’ rather
negative view of the Ottoman Empire, typical of Europeans of the period.

7 The Austrian reports are in Institut fiir Armenische Frage (1988), with mentions of
“extermination” on pp. 173, 209, 243, and 265; Austrian and German reports are excerpted
in Dadrian (1994a), and German missionary diaries are reprinted in Kévorkian (1998: 263—
325; cf. Trumpener, 1968).
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During the siege of Van, the Venezuelan soldier of fortune Major Rafael
de Nogales was chief of staff of the Turkish gendarmerie troops. But he
asked to be relieved of his post:

I was thoroughly disgusted and disheartened by the numerous and utterly unjustified
massacres of the Christians, committed, if not at the direct instance, at least through
the complaisance of the Commander-in-Chief of our Expeditionary Army, Khalil Bey.

As he rode toward his new posting, his escort urged him to hurry if he was
not to miss the action. As he neared the pretty white houses and minarets of
Nairt he gasped:

The ghastly slope was crowned by thousands of half-nude and still bleeding corpses,
lying in heaps, or interlaced in death’s final embrace. Fathers, brothers, sons and
grandsons lay there as they had fallen beneath the bullets and yataghans [farming
implements] of the assassins. From more than one slashed throat the life gushed
forth in mouthfuls of warm blood. Flocks of vultures were perched upon the mound,
pecking at the eyes of the dead and dying. .. while the scavenger dogs struck sharp
teeth into the entrails of beings still palpitating with the breath of life. (De Nogales,
1926: 122—4)

In 1919 some Turks also acknowledged the extent of the crime. The new
Ottoman government initiated war crimes trials, and the minister of the
interior wrote bluntly:

Four or five years ago was committed in this land a crime unique in history, a crime
which makes the world shudder. In view of the immense extent of the crime, the
authors are not five or ten people but hundreds of thousands. . . . It is already a proven
fact that this tragedy was planned by the decisions and orders of the Ittihadist Central
Committee. (Andonian, 1920: 167-8; my translation)

Unfortunately, this regime was soon overthrown by a more nationalist one
and the trials were discontinued. Ever since, Turkish governments have alter-
nated denials and silence, though the dissident views of a few brave Turkish
historians and journalists are being published in national newspapers. Taner
Akcam in Yeni Binyil (October 8, 2000) states, “it is beyond debate that the
events of 1915 qualify as genocide according to the 1948 UN definitions.” He
adds that Attaturk himself had labeled them as massacres — which amounted
to saying genocide before the word was invented. Halil Berktay in Radikal
(October 9, 2000) talks just as frankly. He distinguishes between “ Armenian
gangs,” capable of “local violence” and inflicting “one or two thousand”
Muslim casualties, and the regime’s systematic organization of deportations
by murderous Special Forces who killed “at least 600,000.”

At the time, the Turkish leaders only acknowledged that they were em-
barked upon severe deportations, not genocide or even deliberate massacres.
Talaat treated American Ambassador Morgenthau to a little speech:

We base our objections to the Armenians on three distinct grounds. In the first place,
they have enriched themselves at the expense of the Turks. In the second place, they
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are determined to domineer over us and to establish a separate state. In the third
place, they have openly encouraged our enemies. They have assisted the Russians
in the Caucasus and our failure there is largely explained by their actions. We have
therefore come to the irrevocable decision that we shall make them powerless before
this war is ended.

Morgenthau urged him to consider the disastrous economic consequences
of mass deportations. Talaat replied bluntly:

We care nothing about the commercial loss. ... We don’t worry about that. ... We
will not have the Armenians anywhere in Anatolia. They can live in the desert but
nowhere else.

Of course, these possessionless women and children could not live in the
desert. Talaat explained to a German journalist why the policy must involve
all Armenians:

We have been reproached for making no distinction between the innocent Armenians
and the guilty; but that was utterly impossible, in view of the fact that those who
were innocent today might be guilty tomorrow. ... Our acts have been dictated by
a national and historical necessity. The idea of guaranteeing the existence of Turkey
must outweigh every other consideration.

He is admitting that deportations were countering a future as well as a present
threat. This was a preemptive strike justified by historical necessity. We later
see Himmler using the same reasoning. Enver Pasha opened up similarly to
Morgenthau:

The great trouble with the Armenians is that they are separatists. ... It is our own
experience with revolutions which makes us fear the Armenians. We have therefore
adopted the plan of scattering them so that they can do us no harm....Economic
considerations are of no importance at this time. The only important thing is to win.
That’s the only thing we have in mind. If we win, everything will be all right; if we
lose everything will be all wrong any how. Our situation is desperate, I admit it, and
we are fighting as desperate men fight.

Morgenthau then offered him a chance to deflect blame to others. The am-
bassador said he appreciated that subordinates had gone much further than
the Committee had ever intended. But Enver was offended by this suggestion,

replying:

You are greatly mistaken. We have this country absolutely under control. I have
no desire to shift the blame onto our underlings and I am entirely willing to ac-
cept the responsibility myself for everything that has taken place. The Cabinet itself
has ordered the deportations. (Morgenthau, 1918: 336-8, 347—52; cf. Bryce, 1972:
633, 636)

Only the word deportations is retained as cover. The most extreme measures
are necessary for the defense of the country. Until it is saved, both morality
and the economy can go to hell.
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For the Turk cast as the oppressed, humiliated victim, faced with Allied
invasions, forcible deportation from the war zones might have seemed a
reasonable response. Relocate the Armenians to a place where they could
not collaborate and where Turkish troops would not be needed to watch
over them. Deportations were an Ottoman tradition, and forced relocations
became standard war policy during the 2oth century. We can’t be certain
whether deportation was ever a genuine policy — or, if it was, at what precise
point it was changed to mass murder. But by mid-1915 participants in the
deportations knew they were systematically murderous. Many must have
known they were an attempt at genocide. The process was not as tightly
organized as the later Nazi genocides, and there were more local variations.
As we shall see, moderate officials could delay the process as well as save
Armenians willing to convert to Islam. In many areas, Armenians who were
Protestant or Catholic (rather then belonging to the Armenian Apostolic
Church) were exempted, though not by all local officials (Barton, 1998, and
Bryce, 1972, detail such variations). Yet the consistent direction of flow of
the deportees, the sequencing of phases, and the division into two April-to-
September “seasons” suggest an overall plan being consistently implemented
(Kévorkian, 1998).

PERPETRATING ELITES

We can identify four main overlapping institutional networks of perpetra-
tors. We know something of who they were, though we have very little
evidence of their motivations.

Key Ministerial Elites

This was a decidedly statist genocide, initiated at the highest levels of gov-
ernment and implemented through several civilian state agencies. It did not
involve the entire state administration, but it did involve its core. This was
an old imperial state operating in a backward economy. It did not have many
civilian bureaucracies penetrating the country — education, health, commu-
nications, and so on. Its core remained the Interior and War Ministries. The
Interior Ministry commanded large armed police and gendarmerie forces,
while the War Ministry now commanded a massive army engaged on a
four-front war along almost all of its borders. Army units were being con-
stantly moved across the country between the Dardanelles, the Caucasus,
Mesopotamia, and Syria and so could make intermittent murderous con-
tributions. The two ministries also dominated the more advanced reaches
of the country’s communications system, especially the telegraph and the
limited railway network.

The two ministries dominated the Young Turk regime, since in them lay
the core of their political support. The triumvirs were the interior, war,
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and navy ministers (Djemal, the navy minister, doubled-up as governor and
army commander in Syria). The Interior and War Ministries coordinated
the genocide. Orders issued by Talaat and his Interior Ministry assistants
were much more important than regulations and laws published by the
government as a whole (Kaiser, 2000b). Though the Special Organization
described later had some autonomy during the killing process, the telegrams
coordinating its movements were sent through the Interior Ministry. The
telegraph was a very effective means of coordination. All the mayors and
governors involved in the genocide were receiving regular telegraphed orders
from Constantinople. They knew quite early what was coming. American
missionary Stella Loughridge had conversations during April-May 1915
with officials in Cesarea. They gave her similar warnings: that “not an Ar-
menian was to be left” in the district, that “something terrible was to happen
to our school girls and boys,” that there “was no hope for the Armenians,”
and they should all become Muslims to avert their fate (Barton, 1998: 116;
cf. Bryce, 1972). This implies official coordination at an early stage.

Two spinoff departments were also involved. A Deportations Department
centered in Aleppo supervised the southward flow of deportees. It was within
the Ministry of the Interior, but its director general was Shukru, a core mem-
ber of both the CUP and the Special Forces, so it had both a certain institu-
tional autonomy and a radical fervor. The Interior Ministry’s “Directorate
for the Settlement of Tribes and Immigrants” was a more subordinate agency
that had built up its expertise during the resettlement programs of the previ-
ous two years. It made inventories, stored and sold Armenian property, and
resettled refugee Muslims in their stead. The Directorate could mobilize pop-
ular support since refugee and local Muslims were acquiring property and
businesses at knockdown prices. Non-Muslims were barred from acquiring
Armenian property (Kaiser, 2000b). The ideological cover provided by a sup-
posedly innocuous “Resettlement” office was also important in legitimizing
the process.

The connection between the Young Turks and these institutions endured.
After 1918 the initial war crimes trials were hindered by widespread sym-
pathy for the accused in the civil service, and especially in the War Office,
Interior Ministry, and police forces. Many were the documents destroyed, the
witnesses intimidated, in order to abort the prosecutions. But the relation-
ship had been greatly tightened by the purges of 1913, which constituted an
important precondition for genocide — though presumably not an intended
one. The state became a party-state, while the army was commanded by
many party members. Only a minority of officials or officers can have been
Ittihadists, since this was a big state but quite a small party. As we will see,
only some officers and officials were perpetrators. Yet almost all the worst
perpetrators described by eyewitnesses are identified as hard-line Ittihadists.
So we must investigate further within the state to identify these radicalized
officials and officers.
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Factional Struggles Among Officials

The radical elite did not need the active support of all civilian officials. The
CUP could use wartime emergency powers to bypass nonparty administra-
tive channels and replace dissidents. The Deportation Order was railroaded
through the full cabinet and Parliament was suspended, cutting short public
discussion. There was some dissent at the highest levels, though the sources
disagree about the identity of the leading dissenter. Trumpener (1968) sug-
gests that the palace chief minister, the Grand Vizier Said Halim (and his
faction), grew unhappy. Halim was too powerful to dismiss, but in October
1915 he was ousted from the Foreign Ministry post he also held. His replace-
ment, says Trumpener, was the more reliable Minister of Justice Halil Bey,
from a landowning family, educated in Paris, a Young Turk since at least
1908. Yet Ambassador Morgenthau has it exactly the other way around -
suggesting from his conversations that Halim was the radical, while Halil
had said to him, “I agree that the government has made serious mistakes
in the treatment of the Armenians” (he added that he was not prepared
to rock the boat by saying this publicly). The leading cleric in the admin-
istration, Shaikh-ul-Islam Khairi, resigned in May 1916 and was replaced
as minister of pious foundations by the well-known radical Musa Kiazim
(www.armenian-genocide.org/chronology/1916). Yet, in any case, the cabi-
net was increasingly bypassed as provincial officials took instructions from
the CUP rather than it.

By May 1916 there were signs of independence at the very top, from one
of the triumvirs, Djemal Pasha. In his memoirs he says he had argued strenu-
ously for resettling the Armenians in the interior of Anatolia, away from all
fronts. Deporting them to the south would only obstruct the war effort. He
says he was overruled and the deportations implemented through civilian
channels in which he played no role. He further claims he saved 150,000
southern deportees by bringing them to Beirut and Aleppo (Djemal Pasha,
1922: 277-9). Others also credit him with saving wealthy Armenians (for
money), allowing Armenian artisans to contribute labor to the war effort,
and finally offering all Armenians in Syria conversion to Islam. The detailed
evidence of the Circassian officer, Hassan Amdja, confirms Djemal’s moder-
ation in the summer of 1916. Kévorkian believes this was less humanitarian
than geopolitically motivated. Armenians would be useful to an attempted
rapprochement with Russia, made through Armenian intermediaries. Djemal
exercised considerable autonomy in his own fiefdom as governor and army
commander in Syria and Palestine. Now he would make peace if the Russians
let him assume the sultancy (Hartunian, 1986: 115, 358-61; Kévorkian, 1998:
$3-9, 228-37; MacFie, 1998: 137—9; Morgenthau, 1918: 174; Trumpener,
1968: 124—5, 2301, 247). Yet all this goes against Djemal’s sternness against
Arab nationalists and his ferocity when dealing with the Jews of Palestine.
After pressure from the German and American ambassadors, the CUP
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removed the hard-line governor of Jaffa, who was intent on deporting all
Jews who were not Ottoman subjects. Yet Djemal subverted this directive
from Istanbul, appointing the man to his own staff so that he could continue
the policy. He told a Zionist official: “We, the Young Turks, deem the Zion-
ists to be deserving of hanging, but I am tired of hangings. We will disperse
you throughout the Turkish state and will not allow you to congregate in
any one place.” Thus he forced the 9,000 Jews of Jaffa and Tel Aviv north-
ward, and many died en route. He tried to do the same to the Jerusalem
Jews before being stopped by Istanbul (again under German pressure). The
British advance of 1917 then saved the Jews of Palestine from worse (Karsh
& Karsh, 1999: 166—70). It is difficult to see Djemal as a moderate, though
he did show considerable independence.

Further down the hierarchy there was more dissent. Morgenthau believed
that the authority of the CUP throughout the empire was “exceedingly thin”
(1918: 227). Yalman (1972: 326-32) says that “most” of the western re-
gions’ officials resisted implementing the deportation. He instances the gov-
ernor of Smyrna, Rahmi Bey, who prevented the removal of any Armenian
from his province, and says that another governor left the order “on paper”
and sat passively in office doing nothing to implement it. Berktay says that
“governors and commanders” issued “an arrest order for Bahaittin Sakir,”
the leading perpetrator (in the newspaper Radikal, Oct. 9, 2000). Foreign
consuls and missionaries, in regular contact with local officials, constantly
remark on whether they are moderates or hard-liners. The leading officials
in Kharput, Broussa, Urfa, Marash, Zeitun, and Aintab are described as es-
pecially ruthless, while there was severe factional fighting among officials in
Trebizond, Adana, and Konia (Bryce, 1972).

But dissident administrators were easy to remove. The normal outcome of
conflict was that the Interior Ministry dismissed the moderate official (occa-
sionally imprisoning him) and sought to replace him with a hard-liner. This
did not always work, whether because the regime misjudged the character of
the substitute or because the new man was horrified by the reality of depor-
tations. In this case there was a second replacement, and this seems to have
worked (presumably the second time around, the regime selected the new
man very carefully). The consequence was postponed rather than canceled
genocide. Thus governors or mayors were replaced in Angora (present-day
Ankara - together with the police chief), Diyarbekir, Van, Everek, Trebizond,
Mersina, Konia, Tarsus, Meskene, Marat, Sebka, Deir El-Zor, and Ras
Ul-Ain, and it needed two takes at Aleppo and Yozgad. There were probably
more replacements in less well-documented places.

The reshuffling probably involved over one-third of the senior officials
in the places where most Armenians were killed. In places where Armeni-
ans were merely deported, it was easier for officials to comply with orders
and shut their eyes to the consequences occurring elsewhere. In Yozgad,
Djemal Bey became the second governor to refuse to allow murder. A Turkish
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witness described him as declaring with bitter sarcasm, “I will never allow
the Gendarmes to kill the deportees, you had better release all the convicts
and allow them four days to murder the Armenians, and after allow me
to catch, with my Gendarmes, all the convicts and have them killed by my
Gendarmes.” But the local CUP, aided by a visiting undersecretary from the
Ministry of the Interior, managed to oust him and bring in a more compliant
replacement. Constantinople selected replacements for their radical views or
kin or patronage ties. Only in Marash and isolated Mosul did a moderate
governor seem to survive in office during the whole period. But even the
powers of moderates were more to stall than to prevent, for these cities were
also murderously cleansed of Armenians.?

The CUP also had a second arm of control. Consuls, missionaries, and
British sources reveal the ubiquitous use of CUP “delegates” brought in to
control local officials. Dr. Shakir himself was sent to get things started in
Dyakibir and Erzerum, assisted by a second outsider, Djemal Effendi, “a
fanatic of the foulest type.” In Deir el-Zor, the moderate governor, Ali Suad,
ignored one summons to report to the Aleppo Deportations Office and one
to report to Constantinople. After three Ittihad delegates visited the town
incognito, he was transferred to Baghdad — whose deported Armenians he
had been protecting in Deir el-Zor! He was replaced by Salh Zeki, who
had already proved his ferocity as vice-governor of Everek. Promotion came
that way. In Ras ul-Ain, Kerim Refi, described as a savage refugee Turk
from Europe, was the man who as vice-governor actually organized the
massacres, utilizing many brigands, especially Circassians. In Hadjin, Court
Martial Judge Alai Bey arrived to get things started. To foreigners he was
courteous but firm, declaring he would carry out “the necessary actions of
the Turkish government against Armenian nationalists.” For two weeks he
set the deportations in motion; then he left, delegating his organization to
reliable local officials (Bryce, 1972: 236, 492—4).

Though the delegates were ideologists, many also benefited materially
from looting and career advancement. An enthusiastic Ittihadist delegate was
sent to Angora to vet the activities of the moderate governor. He then suc-
ceeded him as governor and implicated local councillors and imams (clerics)
in the process by ordering them to read out calls to “rid ourselves of all these
Armenian parasites” at the streetcorners and mosques. Tahir Jevdet, Enver’s
brother-in-law, had first expedited atrocities in Van. He was then sent to do
the same as governor-general of Adana. Talaat’s own undersecretary since
1913 and member of the shadowy “Council on Terrorism,” Ali Muenif Bey,
was entrusted with enforcing the actual deportations in Adana and Yozgat.

8 These named cities are documented in Barton (1998: 155-6), Bryce (1972: 223, 329, 377, 382—
3, 445—6, 474), Hartunian (1986: 62, 84), Kazanjian (1989: 7, 96, 260), Kévorkian (1998:
108-14, 128-9, 181, 191, 223—4), U.S. Documents (1993-5, I: 133, 148; 1I: 38, 78, 87, 96),
and Yeghiayan (1991: 196—7, 311, 354).



Armenia, I1: Genocide 161

Yozgat’s first two governors balked at their orders, while there was German
pressure for moderation in Adana. In Adana, Ali Muenif Bey mollified the
Germans by posing as the advocate of “orderly deportations” trying to re-
strain the more rabid local CUP leader, Ismael Safa (Kaiser, 2000a).

The city of Aleppo was distinctive, with few Armenian residents but the
main reception center for deportees and housing the country’s Deportations
Department. Its director-general, Shukru Bey, and his deputy, Nouri Bey, won
a power struggle against two moderate governors by having administrative
boundaries redrawn, putting much of the province in safer hands (Bryce,
1972: 469). Then the third governor, Bekir Sami Bey, was doubly reliable,
an Ittihadist hard-liner and a kinsman of Talaat. It is said that he was also
personally involved in atrocities. Nouri Bey energetically fulfilled his duties,
telegraphing to Constantinople on January 10, 1916:

It is established, after a survey, that scarcely 10% of the Armenians submitted to de-
portation have arrived at their destination. The others died en route through famine,
sickness and other similar natural causes. I hope to obtain the same result for the
survivors, in treating them with rigour.

These men were aided by Essad Bey, assistant director of the Intelligence
Department of the secretive “Directorate for Public Security,” which orga-
nized the Special Forces. The district’s extermination units sent out to finish
off Armenian employees of the Baghdad Railway were also under local CUP
command (Andonian, 1920: 116—17; Kaiser, 1999b: 91, 102; Kaiser, 2000a).
British dossiers on Turkish war criminals detail a dozen instances of local
deportations organized by local CUP leaders.?

Some officials were zealous because of family or other patronage con-
nections. This overlapped with a second motivation — this was the way to
achieve promotion (Bryce, 1972: 23). Others shared a careerist zeal to wipe
out past dissent. Hilmi Abdul Kadir was in 1914 a retired army staff colonel.
His problem was that earlier he had sided with the sultan and the Ottoman
liberals against the CUP. In 1914 he was sidelined as the public engineer in
the isolated southeastern city of Mosul. However, he hailed from the town of
Kastamoni, an Ittihadist stronghold. Hilmi knew the CUP minister of educa-
tion, Shukri Bey, who came from there. “Knowing him well,” Shuki “took
him under his protection” and recommended him to his CUP colleagues.
“Having thus made his peace with, but also his show of devotion to the
CUP Chiefs, he was ripe for executing all the dishonest or cruel missions,
that would be confided to him,” said a witness. Along with the Mosul CUP
leaders, he bypassed the moderate governor, leading the district brigands

9 The British had taken to Malta 118 Turks whom they suspected of having committed war
crimes. Yeghiayan (1991) has listed the charges against 6o of them, together with snatches of
evidence. But before the British trial preparations were complete, half of the prisoners were
exchanged for British POWs held by the Turks, and then all prosecutions were aborted.
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and organizing the killing of thousands of deportees ending up in Mosul. In
the process, he enriched himself and raped Armenian boys and girls (Bryce,
1972: 95; Yeghiayan, 1991: 251—7). He was prepared to do just about any-
thing — not a devoted Ittihadist but a devoted careerist. There was a similar
man in Adapazar. The mayor and the police chief were moderates, but they
were undermined by a man called “the Beast,” an outsider, probably a CUP
delegate. He had been released from prison for political offenses, “working
for his liberty by carrying on this devilish work.” He would taunt the Ar-
menians with “What do I care for your Mayor? ... He says you are good
people, but he is no good himself.... My orders come from Talaat Bey”
(Bryce, 1972: 105). The regime did not need many zealots to replace the re-
calcitrant governors and mayors. A core of radicals, enlarged by patronage
and promotion, provided the men.

Provincial governors were men of stature, not easily intimidated. Few
lower officials dared openly resist. They preferred compromises and coping
mechanisms. The wife of a village mayor “told our ladies how she had wept
over the terrible things she had seen and how she had tried to keep her
husband from having anything to do with them.” Many disapproved but
said they bowed to superior power. Consul Davies says that the governor
of Mamouret ul-Aziz allowed many Armenians to escape over the Russian
border. But in the end he carried out the government policy, saying “he
was obliged to carry out orders” (U.S. Documents, 1995: IIl: 45-6). An
official said, “We are living in the twentieth century. Now power is the more
essential force, and not morality or principles” (Davidson, 1985: 177). And
in the last resort, the capital could undermine official orders by more private
ones issued to radicals (Bryce, 1972: 353, 362, 376, 442).

Dissidents held some important offices. But since they had been out of
power since the purges of 1913, they had no collective organization that
could change the overall policy coming from Talaat. They feared the conse-
quences of individual dissent, and censorship prevented them from know-
ing much about other dissenters elsewhere. An American missionary be-
lieved hundreds of men across Turkey were languishing in prison for dissent
(Barton, 1998: 191). Most officials, like most of us, were not that brave.

Moral cowardice and careerism were ordinary motives for compliance.
So was wartime patriotism. The missionary Harriet Fisher reports a conver-
sation with a prominent female Ittihadist, Halide Edip, when the two were
working together in refugee relief in May 1917:

She was a loyal Turk. At one time she said, “No one can love his country more than
I, yet no one can criticize it more severely. ... Nothing can remove the stain of these
massacres from my nation.” When I asked her if the leaders had wanted it to go
on with such brutality, she said “Some of them did and still do. It is not finished
yet. ... But she added “Some did not. But they were not so practical and did not have
executive power. Besides it was put up to us in this way. We are at war. Enemies are
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on every side. If we appear divided all will be lost. It is our nation or the Armenians. ”
(Barton, 1998: 164)

The ability of the party-state to blend coercion, careerism, and country was
decisive for its officials — as will prove ubiquitous in 2oth-century genocide.
Despite all dissent, the radical Ittihadist part of the state was in control.
Orders were transmitted down through party-controlled offices, and the
regime was quickly able to extend the span of this control. This was not
a united state launching genocide. But its radical core could exercise a mix-
ture of ministerial and party powers to enforce its will. Genocide does not
need an entire state as its perpetrator.

Factional Struggles Among Soldiers

Crucial in this army had been the 1913 purges, giving more power to the rad-
icals. Now radical officers were giving the orders on behalf of the legitimate
civilian government of the country. Wartime contributed a second legitima-
tion. The “night and fog” of war — martial law, a front line ranging across
some Armenian settlements and the necessity to kill the enemy — these were
the conditions enabling a radicalized slice of the army to aid mass murder
and for the army as a whole not to obstruct it. Soldiers contributed much of
the early killing against Armenian strongholds in Cilicia and near the Russian
front. They participated more erratically along the Baghdad Railway. They
were the most lethal force, since they were the best armed. But they were
not the main force used. Only a minority of officers or men could have ever
come near atrocities, and only a few thousand could have murdered.

De Nogales focuses the blame more narrowly. He excuses the army as a
whole and regular soldiers in particular. He generally contrasts professional
Turkish officers, for whom he has considerable respect, with officers whose
personal ambitions and political connections, he says, reinforced their de-
fects of character. He is contrasting the “professional soldier” (like himself),
with some respect for the rules of war, and the “political soldier” without
such respect. He adds that the troops used in atrocities by such political sol-
diers were irregular forces — especially Kurds and some gendarmerie units.
This network of perpetrators was formed (as the Nazis were later to say) of
political soldiers. There were few Ittihadists except at the higher levels, but
not that many were needed. Most soldiers went through the war without
encountering the genocide, as was probably so of General Mustafa Kemal
(later the father of his country, Attaturk). He seems to have had rather cool
relations with the CUP. But like many of his comrades, he focused on fight-
ing the war and said nothing in public about the deportations. Like civilian
officials, the more politically committed soldiers often had connections (the
murderous General Halil was Enver’s uncle). Others had had prior careers in
such violence, for example in organizing guerrilla forces and punitive raids
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in the Balkans, commanding units containing 4,000 criminals released from
prison for the purpose (says Dadrian, 1994b: 97-8). Their experience formed
the core of the Special Forces described here.

This was a well-disciplined army. Foreigners routinely praised the bravery
and unswerving obedience of the ordinary soldier. We know of no units col-
lectively refusing their assignments. Obedience in the ranks was enforced by
brutal discipline and ruthless measures against dissent. Had soldiers refused
to follow deportation orders, they would have been shot. When survivors
occasionally describe soldiers helping them, the help was covert. Officers
would not have been shot, but they had their careers to think of. Some
did refuse to implement the orders, including the two highest-ranking Army
Group commanders in the East. One of these said he would prefer to see the
Armenians merely dispersed and relocated.

Army officers were difficult to remove. Some relinquished their posts and
some were sidelined, but others continued to obstruct the genocide. Several
officers had murderers court-martialed and shot. One despairing major com-
mitted suicide, declaring that he was “ashamed to live as a Turk.” The regime
tried to assign reliable officers for key missions, and CUP members got rapid
promotion and assignment to critical deportation tasks. In the second phase
of the genocide, many officers faced a choice between political extermin-
ism and professional protection of Armenian labor. Armenians were useful
as artisans making uniforms and other military supplies, working in hospi-
tals, and building roads, railways, and tunnels. Officers from Djemal Pasha
and General Ghalib Bey down protected useful Armenians (Bryce, 1972:
242; Dadrian, 1994b: 95-6; Kévorkian, 1998: 151, 191, 228-237; Yalman,
1970: 326-32; Yeghiayan, 1991: 258, 279). The army collectively did little
to obstruct genocide, but for routine butchery the regime felt — just as the
Nazis did later — that it could not routinely rely on regular officers and men,
and so it turned elsewhere.

Paramilitary Killers

The main killers, specializing in massacring bound men and columns of
women, children, and the elderly, were the 20,000-30,000 men of the
paramilitary forces organized by the Teskilat-I Mahsusa (the Special Orga-
nization). These Special Forces were unique among the murdering paramili-
taries described in this book. They were not an independent party militia like
the Nazi SA or the Rwandan Interahamwe, but nor were they as tightly or-
ganized from top to bottom as the Nazi SS. They were organized from within
the party-state, but peculiarly. They originated in the CUP fedais of the pe-
riod 1907-11, mentioned in the previous chapter. These were initially Enver
Pasha’s personal organization within the military, used for covert guerrilla
assignments. They were reorganized and renamed the Teskilat-I Mahsusa
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in 1913 or early 1914, when they were put under the command of the
Directorate for Public Security, a secretive organization within the Interior
Ministry, but staffed only by CUP members with its own budget. Thus nei-
ther the cabinet nor any other collective constitutional body controlled the
organization. It appears to have been the core of the radical faction of the
CUP from at least 1913 on.

It had acquired two purposes, one a covert but legitimate form of warfare,
the other completely hidden and totally illegitimate. The first purpose was
guerrilla warfare behind enemy lines. This had begun in 1907 in the Balkans
and continued intermittently there for the next seven years. In 1911 they were
used very effectively in the North African campaign against the Italians. In
1914 the initial idea was to use the same guerrilla techniques to foment
revolt among Muslims in Arabia and Russia. In Arabia its missions were
the counterpart to those of Lawrence of Arabia. Both Lawrence and the
Turkish Special Forces sought to recruit Arab tribes to their side by bribes,
gifts of arms, and spurious promises of freedom. They were not too choosy
about the methods used by their clients. This was dirty warfare, but it was
not usually mass murder or ethnic cleansing. The Special Forces recruited
mainly ex-army officers plus a few civilian adventurers. They were almost
all Turks. The higher-ranking officers were Ittihadists, but the organization
also recruited many lured by simple patriotism or a desire for adventure and
speedy meritocratic advancement — like their counterparts in other countries’
special forces. By 1914 the Turks could count on many with experience in
previous dirty wars (Stoddart, 1964).

But they did not get the same opportunities against the Russians. The
rout of Enver’s army prevented Turkish units from crossing the border to
foment trouble in Russia. Instead, they began a secret dirty war in Turkey
itself, building on their attacks on Macedonian and Greek Christian vil-
lages in 1913 and 1914 to eliminate supposedly disloyal ethnic minori-
ties. In 1914 Special Forces officers, in collaboration with Ottoman offi-
cials, used murder and deportation to destroy small Zionist communities
in Palestine (Aaronsohn, 1917: 47-56). The following year they turned
against the far more numerous Armenians, supposedly providing sympa-
thizers and saboteurs for the Russians. Their German liaison officer, Colonel
Stange, said flatly that “Military reasons were of secondary importance for
the deportation of the Armenians...an intervention from outside was not
expected . .. military considerations and insurgent tendencies in certain parts
of the country afforded welcome pretexts.” Their activities remained some-
what independent of the Committee, and so were deniable by the regime,
but they were deliberately given a free hand. The Special Forces may have
committed most of the murders of Armenians — with “beastly brutality,”
said Stange. As their role expanded, care was taken to recruit committed
Ittihadists as their officers (Dadrian, 1993: 68; 1994b: 110-11; 1996: 43-9).
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The British postwar dossiers reveal several types of local commanders.
Halil Bey (later Pasha) had spent his entire career in the Special Forces.
He had little education but rose to corporal in a band of brigands in the
Balkans. By 1915 he was leading the Special Forces inside Persia, organizing
massacres. The Yozgat Special Forces were a family business, its brigands led
by four brothers. Two were small leather and shoe merchants and two were
rougher types with a reputation for violence — one had served time for murder.
The two merchants had been adherents of the CUP since 1908, though they
were of too low status for leadership positions in it. They were apparently
jealous of the greater wealth of local Armenian merchants — the “national
bourgeoisie” in waiting. When CUP pressure ousted the moderate Yozgat
governor quoted earlier, the four brothers were deemed suitably motivated
to lead the local Special Forces, presumably two for the looting and two for
the killing. Instructed by higher-level CUP officials, they organized the killing
of 8,000 of the 10,000 local Armenians and helped themselves liberally to
their property. A third motivation was revealed by Hodja Ilias, CUP deputy
for Marash, but also a re