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Che historical enterprise contains any number of self-con

tradictory elements, not the least of which is the ultimate futility of
trying to recreate the objective reality of the past. It is also the case
that the conceptual language we use for understanding the past de-
rives more often than not from the present or recent past. Even if
some of the words we use — like war, tyranny, and rebellion — have
an ancient etymology, their meanings change as new generations of
historians approach politics and society from distinctly contemporary
perspectives. The term genocide has a more recent derivation —
Raphael Lemkin’s 1944 book, Axis Rule in Occupied Europe. Toward
the end of the war, Lemkin began to use the term to describe and un-
derstand the Nazi eliminationist attack on entire national groups. The
United Nations General Assembly picked up the term from Lemkin in
Article IT of its Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the
Crime of Genocide of 9 December 1948.! Of course, since that time,
we have also used the term in the case of the Armenian genocide, as
well as many others that predated the Nazi experience. As long as
scholars recognize the strictures of their language and perspectives
and are ready to accord the past its own dignity and autonomy, the
enterprise of using current terms can continue in a healthy tension —
or “conversation,” as E.H. Carr put it — between present and past.
It is in this context that we need to understand the way the term
“ethnic cleansing” instantaneously burst onto the scene of press and
government analysis of the Yugoslav war in May of 1992. The term
began to be used with phenomenal frequency to describe the attack of
Serbs on Bosnian Muslims and to indicate that the purpose of the at-
tacks was to eliminate the Muslims from large swaths of Bosnian ter-
ritory.> The term also was applied to Serbian attacks on Croats in
- Eastern Slavonia and Krajina the year before and was gradually ap-
plied as well to similar, though less intense, actions by the Croats and
Bosnian Muslims against the Serbs. Almost immediately, there was
controversy about the use of the term itself as a euphemism for geno-
cide.! In fact, it became quickly apparent from a series of Serbian
atrocities in the late spring and summer of 1992 and the revelations
by Roy Gutman about the inhuman conditions and criminal acts com-
mitted against Muslims in the Serbian detention camps, Omarska in
particular, that ethnic cleansing did have genocidal implications.’ But
it was equally clear that the Bosnian Serbs’ primary goal was to drive

7



the Muslims out of the parts of Bosnia they claimed for their incipient
republic.

Veljko Vujaci¢ traces the first uses of the term to the Serbs them-
selves, who complained in the late 1980s of the Albanian ethnic cleans-
ing — etnicko &iséenje — of Serbs from Kosovo.® Others have traced
the concept to the Soviets, who indeed used the term etnicheskoe
chishchenie to describe Armenian attempts to cleanse Nagorno-
Karabagh of Azeris. However, if one looks to German usage, then the
term, Sduberung, which can also be translated as purge, is used so of-
ten in an ethno-national context in Nazi and pre-Nazi German racial
and eugenic theory that it is impossible to think of ethnic cleansing as
somehow specifically Slavic. But in both cases, the Slavic and Ger-
man, cleansing has a fundamentally dual meaning when it comes toa
community of people; its implications are of both external and inter-
nal purging. One cleanses a body politic or a geographical region of a
people; but one also cleanses a people itself of foreign elements.” It is
this latter element, which emphasizes a self-purging, which leads to
fearsome up-close killing and brutal mutilation of neighbors and ac-
quaintances.

Instead of developing a history of ethnic cleansing with an overly
structured idea of what it is precisely, I would rather let the term take
on meaning in the course of its historical explication. In fact, if there
is a definition I find attractive, it is related to the definition of ethnicity
provided by R. D. Grillo cited by Ronald Suny and Geoffrey Eley in
their new compendium, Becoming National. “Ethnicity arises in the
interaction of groups. It exists in the boundaries constructed between
them.” Moreover, “it is IN history, the flow of past events, that the
emergence and variation appear, and only THROUGH history can we
understand them.”® In short, ethnic cleansing contains the meanings
that history has given it.

With this said, several further —and no doubt equally debatable
— assumptions underlie this investigation. First of all, despite nu-’
merous instances throughout history of the expulsions of minorities
and subject peoples by their rulers and conquerors, the kind of ethnic
cleansing experienced in the twentieth century is distinctive, both in
its ideological and political motivations and in its intensity. Thus, eth-
nic cleansing as experienced, for example, in former Yugoslavia, is a
profoundly modern phenomenon, related to previous instances in the
twentieth century (and no doubt to future episodes in the twenty-first),
but not a product of “ancient hatreds,” as so often suggested by politi-
cians and journalists, who never tire of citing Ivo Andri¢’s essentially
twentieth century novel, The Bridge on the Drina, to prove that the
Balkans are forever violent. The pogroms in late nineteenth century



Russia do not prefigure Stalin’s planned deportation of Jews — a po-
tential second Shoah — before he mercifully died in March 1953. Turk-
ish attacks on the Armenian population in Sassun, Zeitun and
Constantinople in the mid-1890s under Abdul Hamid II were pro-
foundly different in scale, intensity and type from the Young Turk-
inspired Armenian genocide of 1915. The extermination of the Jews
by the Nazis was not simply the last phase and natural outcome of
centuries of German anti-Semitism, Daniel Goldhagen to the contrary.’

The foundational ideas of ethnic cleansing emerged from the de-
velopment of European nationalism in the late nineteenth cen-
tury. The articulation of political, ethnic exclusivism, and integral
nationalism — the products of diverse thinkers and political activ-
ists from Roman Dméwski in Poland, to Francis Galton in England,
and Ernst Haeckel in Germany — belong to the modern world,
both in its post-Darwin and anti-Positivist intellectual phase and
in its late colonial and pre-World War I nationalist incarnation.
The genocidal potential of integral nationalism was already ap-
parent in the Balkan Wars and in World War I. The important
point is that modernity itself organized nations by ethnic criteria.
As Zygmunt Bauman points out, this proved fatal in particular for
the Jews:

Racism is unthinkable without the advancement of
modern science, modern technology and modern
forms of state power. As such, racism is strictly a
modern product. Modernity made racism possible.
It also created a demand for racism; an erathat de-
clared achievement to be the only measureof human
worth needed a theory of ascription to redeem bound-
ary-drawing and boundary-guarding concerns under
new conditions which made boundary-crossing easier
than ever before. Racism, in short, is a thoroughly
modern weapon used in the conduct of pre-modern,
or at least not exclusively modern struggles.”

The issue in Bosnia, Peter Sugar makes clear, is ethnicity [racial-
ism] not religion, as may seem the case. “Religion,” he states, “be-
comes simply an identifying ethnic name tag.”"

Modern ideology cannot in and of itself explain the twentieth
century impulse to attack other peoples. Modern state systems are
critical for ethnic cleansing to work. The creation, the building, and
the reconstruction of states, all of which require the mobilization of
the state’s resources, human and material, bring reasons of state to
bear on the supposed dysfunctionality of heterogeneous populations.
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Modern technology, modern communications, modern media, mod-
ern transportation, modern school systems, and modern weaponry are
all part and parcel of the phenomenon of eliminating nations within
nations.”? Some scholars of Germany and of the Holocaust — Omer
Bartov and Elisabeth Domansky, among them — trace killing systems
to the industrialization of warfare that was developed and refined in
World War L® Part of the relationship between ethnic cleansing and
the modern state also has to do with issues of population control and
management, census taking, and state intervention in reproductive
policy. This becomes especially clear in the post-World War [ German
and Soviet cases, where the relationship between the individual and
the state undergoes a remarkable regularization, characterized by the
thoroughgoing attention to the ethnicity of the citizen. Even in the
relatively backward Turkish state of Mustapha Kemal, the idea of
Turkish nationality became much more regularized and bureaucra-
tized than identities in the world of the Ottoman sultans, which were
complicated by the relationships between the millets and the domi-
nant Muslim religious nation." _

To focus on the responsibility of the modern state for ethnic
cleansing does not relieve political leadership of its responsibili-
ties for the brutal expulsions and deportations undertaken by the
state in the name of its interests. On the contrary, given the power
of the modern state, ethnic cleansing of the sort that has perme-
ated the twentieth century could not have taken place without the
initiatives and connivance of politicians and responsible state offi-
cials. Arnold Toynbee recognized this clearly in witnessing Greek
and Turkish atrocities in Anatolia in 1921:

This is an ugly possibility in all of us; but happily,
even when the stimuli are present, atrocities are sel-
dom committed spontaneously by large bodies of
human beings... More commonly the rabies seizes a
few individuals, and is communicated by them to the
mass, while in other cases the blood-lust of the pack
is excited by cold-blooded huntsmen who desire the
death of the quarry without being carried away them-
selves by the excitement of the chase.”

Not just political leaders, but those who are educated for the
modern play prominent roles in ethnic cleansing. Medical doctors, in
particular, were extremely important in the development of the Young
Turks and their assault on the presence of Greeks and Armenians in
Anatolia.’ Nazi doctors and medical researchers were critical to the
development of the “science” of eugenics and of racial theory that led



to the ideological justification for the elimination of the Jews.” The
fact that the Bosnian Serbian leaders of ethnic cleansing included
Radovan KaradZi¢ — a psychiatrist — and engineers, like Slobodan
MiloSevié, leads one to suspect that modern professional ethics are
not inimical to mass murder.

The Cases

This working paper is divided into two basic parts. First, I
briefly describe the five cases I am studying in depth; and sec-
ondly, I explore a series of preliminary observations about the
historical phenomenon of ethnic cleansing itself. In each case, I
have done (or plan to complete) some archival work. Of course,
time, linguistic competence, and accessibility — in each historical
case in different mixes — make it impossible to research completely
each historical episode of ethnic cleansing in the archives. Never-
theless, archival and documentary sources are important as a way
to cut through the layers of controversy and tendentious histori-
ography that surround each of the cases.

(1) First of all, I begin with the Ottoman Empire (and Turkey)
and examine the Armenian genocide of 1915. I also want to look
at the Armenian case in the perspective of the expulsion of the
Greeks from Turkey, part of which (along with the expulsion of
the Turks from Greece) was regulated by the Treaty of Lausanne

in 1923. It is worth noting at the outset that the Armenian issue is

by far the most contentious and difficult historiographical prob-
lem of all of those I have examined. There is very little middle
ground and almost no shading of opinion. So far, I have not read
what I would consider to be a non-partisan history, though it may
well be, as some historians of the Holocaust suggest about their
subject, that a non-partisan history of the Armenian genocide could
not be good history."

(2) The paper also considers Nazi ideology and the Holo-
caust, subjects — obviously — of intense investigation and a huge body
of scholarly literature. In this case, I focus most concertedly on the
ideology of genocide — what people said they were doing and why,
and how this interacted with other elements of Nazi racial, eugenic,
and medical/health policy. Here, I rely in particular on the work of
Gotz Aly, Michael Burleigh, and Wolfgang Wippermann, among other
specialists on the Third Reich, who examine the development of geno-
cidal ideas and the state-authorized killing of deformed children and
mental patients in the spring and summer of 1939, which widened to
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include more and more of the “hereditary ill” in “euthanasia” pro-
grams in the fall.” The most salient period of my work on Nazi policy
towards the Jews is that of the initial occupation of Poland in Septem-
ber 1939 to the outbreak of the war against the Soviet Union in June
1941. A new and even more horrific stage in the elimination of the
Jews begins in the fall of 1941 with the massacres of Jews by SS
Einsatzgruppen in Eastern Poland and Russia and the total extermi-
nation of the Jews, which Christopher Browning suggests was con-
ceived in October 1941 and planned by the Wannsee conference of
January 1942 In this latter period, the word ethnic cleansing no
longer has much meaning; we are dealing with genocide, the Holo-
caust, the Shoah. In this sense, the Holocaust is the most extreme ver- -
sion of ethnic cleansing that one witnesses in the twentieth century,
indeed that one can imagine. However, beyond that, in an epistemo-
logical sense, the arguments of many Holocaust scholars, Steven Katz
most recently, that the Shoah is unique, cannot be accepted.?’ Noth-
ing in history is unique or incomparable, at least not to the practising
historian, whose obligation it is to grant every event its uniqueness
and its comparability.

(3) The third case at which I want to look in fact consists of
two: the expulsion of Germans from Poland and from the Czech
lands at the end of World War II and the beginning of the peace.
These are particularly useful cases for reversing the moral lenses
that inevitably color our views of the process of ethnic cleansing
itself. In these cases, the victims, the Germans, aroused very little
sympathy at the time of their expulsions, and it is still hard to
muster a sense of outrage about what was done to them, particu-
larly given the behavior of the Germans in Poland, but in the Czech
lands as well. Even here, one’s sense of moral balance is undone
by the comparison. As we know, the Germans killed and mur-
dered roughly six million Polish citizens, about half ethnic Poles
and about half ethnic Jews. The Nazi occupation of Poland was
brutal in the extreme, a good start to Hitler’s plan in Mein Kampf to
reduce the Poles to a slave labor status, while eliminating their intelli-
gentsia and national aspirations. Despite the outrages of the Lidice
massacre and the suffering of Czech partisans in the concentration
camp of Teresin (Theresienstadt), the Czech nation survived the war
intact. Indeed, historians have argued that Czech industry was actu-
ally in better shape after the war than on its eve, and that the Czech
commercial infrastructure was not seriously damaged. Hitler did not
get very far with his ideas about eventually expelling the Czechs from
Bohemia and Moravia. Yet the ethnic cleansing of the Czech German



population — the so-called Odsun or transfer — was every bit as bru-
tal as that of the Germans from Poland.

The East European cases also bring into focus the question of
whether totalitarian and communist regimes are more prone to
ethnic cleansing than democratic ones. In the Czech case, it is
quite clear that the cleansing of the Germans was a top priority for
the democratic leaderslup of the Czech government, Prime Minis-
ter Edward Benes, in particular. There was a complete common-
ality of interests between the Czech communists, who formed lo-
cal armed bands which carried out much of the cleansing, and the
Benes$ government. Plans for expelling the Germans from Czecho-
slovakia were refined already during the war by the Czech gov-
ernment-in-exile in London. Edward Taborsky developed a long
memorandum on the subject — “Minority Regimes and the Trans-
fer of Populations in Central Europe After this War” — which,
however, made it possible for proven German anti-fascists to re-
main in postwar Czechoslovakia as individual citizens.? But more
radical voices prevailed as the practices of ethnic cleansing made
few distinctions between fascist and anti-fascist Germans.

Between the Polish communists and the Polish government-
in-exile, there existed very little practical difference in the deter-
mination to expel the Germans from Poland and from the newly
occupied Western Territories, the so-called Recovered lands, Ziemia
odzyskany. In neither the case of the communists nor that of the
democratic politicians did it matter whether the Germans had been
Polish citizens before the war or not, or whether they had been
anti-fascists of not; they had to be expelled.?® True, the London
government worried more about the laws that would deprive the
Germans of their citizenship and their property. But when Stanistaw
Mikolajczyk returned to Poland in the summer of 1945 to join the
new Polish Government of National Unity, he — like communist
leader Wiadystaw Gomutka — insisted that the Germans be expelled
and made light of Western worries about the Germans’ “plight.”
Meanwhile, Gomutka, as Minister of the Recovered Lands, made it
clear that the German question would be resolved through a combi-
nation of ethnic cleansing and social revolution; the land question and
the question of the Germans were one and the same, he insisted.”

(4) The fourth case — or better pair of cases — that this working
paper will examine is that of the deportation of the Chechens and
Ingush from the Northern Caucasus to Kazakhstan and Kirghizia in
February 1944 and of the Crimean Tatars four months later in May,
primarily to Uzbekistan. The Balkars and Karachaevtsy were also
deported from the Northern Caucasus in this period, and Armenians
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(often called “Dashnaks”), Bulgarians, and Greeks were deported from
the Crimea at approximately the same time. Their cases will be used
as a way to illustrate some of the issues related to the peculiar nature
of Soviet ethnic cleansing. But most of the focus will be on the
Chechens and their ethnic cousins, the Ingush — both of which were
treated as a single ethnic unit by the Soviet authorities — and on the
Crimean Tatars. One of the characteristics of Soviet ethnic cleansing
is the deportation of entire peoples, without any legitimized excep-
tions: some 480,000 Chechens and Ingush, 41,000 Balkars, 75,000
Karachaevtsy, and 220,000 Crimean peoples (189,000 of whom were
Tatars).* Here and elsewhere I intentionally use rounded-off num-
bers. The NKVD documents on the deportations, some of which are
now available to researchers in the Russian archives, are ridiculously
precise about numbers.”? NKVD statistics tend to undercount vic-
tims, while demonstrating false confidence in the reliability of the
numbers passed on to the political leadership.

(5) The final case that will be considered is the most recent —
that of the former Yugoslavia. As indicated above, the case of

" Yugoslavia provided the term “ethnic cleansing” with the concep-
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tual artillery for making it useful for understanding other similar
cases. There can be little question that what we are talking about
in former Yugoslavia is primarily Serbian ethnic cleansing of Bosnian
Muslims. But even before the explosion of headlines about Serbian
atrocities in the spring and summer of 1992, the Serbs had prac-
tised ethnic cleansing as part of their war against Croatia. There
can be little question that Croats also engaged in episodes of eth-
nic cleansing of Serbs; the forced expulsion of the civilian Serbian
population of Krajina, many of whom are descended from Serbian
military frontier colonists from the time of Maria Theresa, is the most
notable case. Croats have also engaged in ethnic cleansing of Bosnian
Muslims. The present conflict between Croats and Bosnian Muslims
in Mostar is an example. There have also been cases of ethnic cleans-
ing by Bosnian Muslims of Bosnian Serbs. Although by far the largest
number of indicted war criminals (seventy-four altogether as of the
end of April 1997) are Bosnian Serbs, there are also Bosnian Croats
and Muslims who have been implicated in criminal episodes of ethnic
cleansing.? In the former multiethnic Yugoslav republics, ethnically
based elites are doing everything they can to rid themselves of the
“other.” In this context, it is important to reiterate that this is not the
primitive Balkan phenomenon that we hear so much about in the press.
Instead, these murderous attacks — no less than those on the Arme-
nians by the Turks in 1915 or on the Jews by the SS and Wehrmacht in



1943 and 1944 on the Eastern Front — are ordered by political leaders
and carried out by loyal soldiers.

The Course of the 20th Century

Clearly, this paper cannot include all the cases of ethnic cleans-
ing in the twentieth century, nor can it even consider all those in
Europe in the twentieth century. But by exploring a number of
different kinds of cases over the course of the century, it may be
possible to understand, at least, what is unique and different about
the various episodes. Before doing this, however, it is important
to historicize the cases and think about the linkages between them.
The meanings of such words as ethnos, nation, state, and even
deportation or cleansing change over time. The cases can and
should be compared, but the observer must remember that they
belong often to different temporal eras, not to mention different
societies and cultures. The very words “ethnic” and “cleansing”
would mean something different depending on the time and place
they were used. With that said, it is still useful and interesting to
establish connections between the various episodes of the phe-
nomenon we call ethnic cleansing.

Hitler was supposed to have said on the eve of the Nazi inva-
sion of Poland in September 1939, “Who, after all, speaks today of
the annihilation of the Armenians?” Usually, this quote is associ-
ated with his murderous intentions regarding the Jews. In fact,
Hitler was talking at this meeting in Obersalzburg on 22 August
1939 about executing a substantial number of members of the Pol-
ishintelligentsia. At the same time, it is questionable whether he re-
ferred to the Armenians in his pre-invasion briefing or not.* Still,
there is plenty of evidence that Hitler knew about the mass murder of
the Armenians, as did most European politicians, and that it could
not have been far from his mind in the development of his own ideol-
" ogy of mass destruction. Talaat Pasha, one of the architects of the
Armenian genocide, was killed in Germany by an Armenian national-
istin 1921; the assassin’s acquittal by a jury trial was widely discussed
in the German press.®

No one can read the Polish documents about eliminating the
German minority from Poland and making Poland ethnically pure
without recalling the German ideology as applied to the Poles. One of
the oldest historical rules of warfare is that enemies learn from each
other. There can be little question that the Poles learned from the Ger-
mans, both in their postwar treatment of the Jews, as well as in their

15



treatment of the Germans. Poles and Czechs forced the Germans to
wear special signs of their nationality, white armbands. Czechs and
Poles sometimes added a large “N” — for Nemec, German — on the
Germans’ coats. If not immediately driven out of the country alto-
gether, the Germans were confined to ethnically pure compounds,
forced to observe curfews, and were not allowed to walk on sidewalks,

eat in restaurants or cafés, or mingle with non-Germans. They were
sometimes beaten and humiliated by brutal guards and even local
townspeople as they were loaded onto box cars to be freighted out of
the country. If, in the thousands of accounts of Polish and Czech bru-
tality towards the Germans, one simply blanked out the names and
eliminated some circumstantial evidence, it would be impossible to
know whether the incidents described what the Germans did to the
Czechs and especially to the Poles or what the Czechs and Poles did to
the Germans.®' (Still, it is important to distinguish between the ac-
tions of the Nazis, which were part and parcel of a larger plan to domi-
nate Europe and destroy its “lesser” peoples, and the actions of the
Poles and Czechs, which were motivated primarily by a sense of griev-
ance and revenge.) It is noteworthy, as well, that in their wartime
planning for “transferring” the German population, both the Czech
and Polish governments-in-exile made frequent reference to the os-
tensibly successful transfer of the Greek population from Anatolia and
the Turks from Greece after the Lausanne Treaty of 1923.%

Even the Soviet cases of ethnic cleansing have resonances of
Hitlerian ideology and influence. In the 1920s and early 1930s,
Soviet attacks on “enemies of the people” focused almost exclusively
on class-based enemies, remnants of the old regime and the “kulaks.”
By the end of 1930s, just as in the rest of Europe, but Germany in par-
ticular, “enemies of the people” were viewed as based in alien nation-
alities. If a million kulaks were the deportees of the early 1930s, it was
enemy nations who were deported in the late 1930s and 1940s — Tatars,
Kalmyks, Koreans, Bashkirs, Chechens, and ethnic Germans, among
others.® Amir Weiner suggests that this derives in particular from
the promulgation of a new Soviet constitution in 1936, when Stalin
claimed that socialism had been built, and therefore there could no
longer be class-based “enemies of the people.”* Stalin himself in-
sisted to a group of Army officers in 1938 that there was no reason to
think prejudicially about offspring of enemy classes after the building
of socialism.® This accounts in part for the initial episodes of Soviet
ethnic cleansing carried out on the eve of World War I and depicted
in the work of Terry Martin.* Still, the extent to which Stalin de-
ported whole nations from their homelands in 1944, treating nations
as biological entities, cannot be explained without the influence of the
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war and the example of the Nazis. The fate of the Jews in postwar
Soviet society only strengthens this argument. For the first time in
Soviet history, anti-Semitism became part of official Soviet ideology;
Jews — like Solomon Mikhoels — were murdered because they were
of Jewish origin. Before his death in March 1953, we now know that
Stalin planned the deportations of the entire Soviet Jewish population
to Siberia, which might well have meant a second Holocaust for the
Jews of Europe.”

The Yugoslav case also cannot be considered in isolation from
other cases of ethnic cleansing in the twentieth century. The sa-
lience of the atrocities in the Balkans during World War II, espe-
cially of Croatian Ustashe against the Serbs, is obvious to anyone
who has witnessed debates between Serbs and Croats about the
contemporary situation in Yugoslavia. Decades of manipulation
of these issues by the communist government did not help mat-
ters any, nor did the continuing manipulation of facts by the Serbian
and Croatian media. One could argue that one of the immediate
causes precipitating the war itself was the unwillingness of the
Croatian government to abandon all Ustashe symbolism, includ-
ing the checkered Sahovnica, hated and feared by the Serbs under
Croatian rule in the Krajina and Eastern Slavonia. The Serbs also
roused passions in the Balkans by systematically overestimating
the number of victims of the infamous Ustashe camp in Jasenovac
and treating every Croat as if he or she were part of a potential Ustashe
revival. Bosnian Muslim participation in SS operations also became a
common motif of Serbian propaganda, some of it unquestionably true,

most wildly exaggerated, about Muslim atrocities against Serbs.® If

“ancient hatreds” played little or no role in the Yugoslav war, hatreds
sparked by memories and myths of World War II were too easily in-
flamed. Yugoslavia, like the Soviet Union, also shifted its ideological
locus from class-based enemies to nationalist foes. Tito was able to
manage this shift without destroying the multi-national South Slav
entity, though we should not forget the victims of his tyranny.* In
any case, with the end of communism in sight, his heirs were poorly
equipped to deal with more openly articulated renewed nationalist
ambitions.

Violence and Ethnic Cleansing
If these cases of ethnic cleansing are linked to one another

throughout the twentieth century by their interactions and direct and
indirect influences, they are also linked by their character. Firstand
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foremost, ethnic cleansing is accompanied by extreme violence. This
has to do in part with the fact that peoples do not leave their homes
and homelands, their villages and their towns voluntarily. They must
be forced to leave and that force often is applied in extreme forms in
order to accomplish the desired results. For reasons that can only make
one despair at the nature of human interaction, gratuitous violence,
extreme cruelty, barbaric torture, and indifference to human suffer-
ing often accompany the projects of expulsion. The costs in life and
limb are fearsome and devastating for the peoples involved. Unlike
warfare between nations, ethnic cleansing usually involves an armed
and violent perpetrator and an unarmed and innocent victim. The

issue is not one of mutual escalation, as in warfare, but of a particu- -
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larly reprehensible form of one-sided punishment. Arnold Toynbee
often used the metaphor of the cat and mouse to describe the scenes
he witnessed in Anatolia. He wrote: “My strongest impression during
this horrible experience [of witnessing the atrocities carried out by the
Greeks in the early summer of 1921] was of something inhuman in the
blood instincts of hunters and in the terror of the hunted.”®

It will be some time before historians can agree on the human
toll of the Armenian genocide. As reliable, contemporary, and
fair-minded a scholar as Steven Katz cites the figure of 550,000 to
800,000 deaths, which is very much at the low end of the estimates
offered by equally fair-minded and reliable Armenian scholars.*
Ronald G. Suny, perhaps the most restrained Armenian historian
to write about the genocide, cites the figures of anywhere between
200,000 (the lowest estimate) to 1.5 million, sometimes claimed by
Armenian accounts.? In any case, substantial numbers of Armenians
— perhaps as many as 800,000 —survived the onslaught. The tales of
the survivors as well as the testimonies of the witnesses describe scenes
of horror that were splashed across the headlines of European news-
papers, leaving the same feeling of impotence and disgust within in-
ternational “public opinion” that many have felt at the revelations of
ethnic cleansing in Bosnia.®

The attack on the Armenians began in late February 1915,
when Armenian men of military age were rounded up by the Turkish
army and forced into labor battalions. During the first week of April,
the old, the young, and the women were rounded up by Turkish units
and sent off into exile to Aleppo in northern Syria. The men in the
labor battalions “were rounded up by troops from the regular army
and summarily massacred.”* The deportees were forced to march
through deserts and wilderness, exposed to the elements, with no food
and no protection from bandits, marauders and many of the escort
troops themselves. The Armenians were robbed of their clothes and



the few provisions they had with them. Many fell by the wayside,
dying in vast numbers alongside the road. Children were seized from
their parents and sold into slavery to Kurdish chieftains. Those who
resisted were sometimes hacked to death or tortured and left to die in
the desert. Among those who reached the Euphrates, many women
threw their children into the river before they themselves jumped in
and drowned. Turkish and American scholars of Turkish history deny
that the violence was directed by the state and reject the designation
of “genocide” for what happened to the Armenians.* But few would
argue with the proposition that there is a good deal more work to be
done, particularly in the Ottoman archives, to get the story straight.*
Many scholars point to the Greek-Turkish exchanges and the in-
ternational cooperation surrounding the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923
as an example of how the exchange of populations can be carried out
to the benefit of both sides, peaceably and legally. This is historical
mythology of the purest sort. The confrontations between Greeks and
Turks in Anatolia were violent in the extreme. With the blessings of
the British, Eleutherios Venizelos and the Greek army — which had
already landed on the Aegean coastin May 1919 —invaded Anatolia
in the spring of 192l to carry out his version of the Megali idea of uni-
fying Greek-inhabited territories throughout the Eastern Mediterra-
nean and Black Seas. But the Greek Army’s early successes inflamed
its ambitions, and large areas of heavily Turkish-inhabited areas were
subjected to fearsome ethnic cleansing. Arnold Toynbee described the
horrors inflicted on innocent Turkish villagers by the marauding Greek
chettes, paramilitary groups, which followed the Greek Army’s ad-
vance. Villages were razed to the ground; Turkish men, women and
children were burned alive; the pillaging and rapine were terrible.”
Greek atrocities against the Turks and their advance on the
Anatolian plateau aroused the resentment and fighting capacity of
the Turks. Under Mustapha Kemal, who had already begun to
unite Turkish forces in eastern Anatolia, the Greek advance was
reversed and the Turks pursued the Greeks back to the Aegean.
Turkish army and irregular forces engaged in very much the same
horrid actions as their Greek antagonists: plundering, raping, burn-
ing, torturing, and cleansing the territory of Greek villages and settle-
ments. The Turks took Smyrna (Izmir) at the beginning of September
1922 and literally drove the Greeks into the sea. The lucky ones were
boarded on English and Allied ships to be evacuated to Greece itself.
Many others — perhaps as many as 25,000 Greeks and Armenians —
died in the great Smyrna fire of 9 September 1922. Although the evi-
dence is far from convincing, the fire almost assuredly was purposely
set by the Turkish troops.® In any case, the great cosmopolitan city
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burned to the ground, bringing to an end the nearly 3,000 year Greek
presence on the shores of Western Anatolia. As Dimitri Pentzopoulos
writes: “It is no exaggeration to call the year 1922 ‘the most calami-
tous in the whole of modern Hellenic history."”#

Atrocities, massacres, and intercommunal warfare continued,
even after the victory of Kemal. The Allies formed Mixed Com-
missions at Lausanne to complete the arrangements for the obliga-
tory exchange of the 1.2 million Greeks who had lived in Anatolia
and 356,000 Turks, primarily from Aegean Macedonia, many of
whose families had also lived in the region for centuries.® Of
those 1.2 million Greeks, however, all but some 290,000 had al-
ready had been driven from their homes and many had already
arrived as refugees in Greece.® By all accounts, the exchange was
brutal and rough. Many Greeks, especially, died in the transfer. Greece
itself became terribly overburdened with the hungry, sick, and home-
less. Only by the end of the 1920s did the situation stabilize somewhat
and the terrible loss of life due to hunger and disease diminish. Ac-
cording to Stephen Ladas, “tens of thousands of Greeks” perished in
the flight from Anatolia or as a result of the inadequate conditions for
staying alive in Greece itself.”2 Meanwhile, the complicated agree-
ments at Lausanne about compensating the refugees remained unful-
filled. Like the Dayton Agreement concluding the war in Bosnia, the
Lausanne Treaty represented not the creative solution to an interna-
tional problem, but the last and ultimately most bitter phase of a ter-
rible tragedy of ethnic cleansing. Many of the Muslims transferred to
Turkey spoke Greek and had little in common with the Anatolian Turks.
Lord Curzon was particularly critical of the compulsory nature of the
exchange of populations, “a thoroughly bad and vicious solution for
which the world would pay a heavy penalty for a hundred years to
come.”>

The ethnic cleansing of Germans from Polish and Czech lands
also calls forth scenes of horror that beggar description. It is hard to
know how many Germans died in the process of the deportations and
expulsions themselves. So many died and committed suicide during
the last phases of the war, when the Soviet armies overran East Prussia,
Silesia, and Pomerania. Gerhard Ziemer estimates that out of 11.5
million Germans who were expelled from Eastern Europe as a whole,
2.5 million died, many from hunger and disease, many as a result of
attacks by Soviet armies, and Czech and Polish occupiers.® This con-
stituted, writes Gerhard Weinberg, “the largest single migration of
people in a short period of which we know.”* It really made no dif-
ference to the Poles or Czechs whether the Germans were antifascists
or not, whether they were young, old, male or female. That the Czechs



were as brutal to the Germans as the Poles is something of a
counterintuitive proposition given the fact that the German occupa-
tion of the Czech lands was so much more tolerable for its citizenry
than the occupation of Poland.® But even Russian tank commanders
were shocked by the gratuitous violence meted out by the Czechs to
the Germans.” They specialized in hanging the Germans from their
heels on trees or balconies, dousing them with petrol, and setting them
on fire. In other cases, they would let them hang there alive, to be
beaten, tortured, or set upon by casual passersby. In the town of Aussig
on 30 July 1945, Czech crowds, aided by the local militia, went on a
rampage, killing some 400 Germans. Women and children were
thrown off the bridge into the river and shot at when they tried to
swim away. The apparent cause was the rumor spread that German
“Werewolves” had detonated an explosion in a local factory.® Many
Germans who did not flee to the West were often rounded up in labor
camps, where they faced every sort of brutality their warders could
conjure for their victims. Short of food, living in horrid sanitary con-
ditions, they died in large numbers before they could be transferred to
Germany.

The Poles also wreaked havoc on the Germans. Gangs of Poles
from the central part of the country followed the Soviet armies into
the newly occupied territories. They were there neither to settle the
new lands nor to erect an administration, but to take what plunder
they could back to their own home towns.® Unrestrained by weak
local authorities, held back only sometimes by Soviet army units, they
set upon the Germans, stole their valuables and property, and invaded
their homes with impunity. Ina “Wild West” atmosphere that was
beyond the ability of the Polish government or police to control, these
Polish groups — the word “bandits” were used only for political op-
ponents — indiscriminately attacked and pillaged the Germans.

The violence of the wartime deportations of Chechens, Ingush,
and Crimean Tatars was organized and focused on the date of depor-
tation, 23 February 1944, for the Chechens and Ingush, and 17-18 May
1944 for the Tatars.® The NKVD used very much the samie tactics in
both cases. In the Chechen-Ingush region, Red Army troops were biv-
ouacked among the local people for months before, with the explana-
tion that they were taking a well-deserved rest from the war. The
soldiers mingled with the local people and were often seen in their
homes. Then at midnight of 22 February or dawn of the 23rd, the
Chechens and Ingush were notified that they were to be resettled to
Central Asia. Asarule, they had a half an hour to pack a few things
and assemble in the town and village squares. No resistance was tol-
erated. Those who tried to escape were shot. The people were then
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loaded into new Lend-Lease Studebakers and trucked off to the rail-

heads, where they were loaded in freight cars for the long trip to
Kazakhstan. There is ample evidence to demonstrate that the sick
and infirm, those who were too weak or lived in too remote areas to be
moved, were often simply shot.®’ In some cases, there were mass kill-
ings. In the village of Khaibakh, two hundred and thirty Chechens
were rounded up and locked in a large barn, which was then set on
fire. When a few managed to bust out, they were machine-gunned by
the surrounding soldiers. The estimates of those Chechens and Ingush
killed range around 3,000. No Chechens or Ingush were to be left be-
hind.

The violence did not end with the point of deportation. For
the Chechens and Ingush, as well as for the Crimean Tatars, the
journey to Central Asian exile was hellish and murderous. There
was little or no food, water, or protection from the cold (in the
case of the Chechens and Ingush) or from the heat (in the case of
the Tatars). Many died, states one NKVD report, from “the extremely
unsanitary conditions.”®? The old and young died first. Periodically
the trains stopped and the corpses were thrown out, to be buried in
mass graves by conscripted locals. Indeed, one can chisel a perma-
nent image into the edifice of twentieth century ethnic cleansing of
freight cars, overcrowded with deportees, hungry, thirsty, starving,
diseased, suffocating in unhygienic and barbaric conditions. Jews in
the Third Reich, Germans deported from Poland and the Czech lands,
Chechens, Ingush and Tatars, and even Bosnian Muslims describe con-
ditions of transport that differ very little one from the other. (The
Greeks often describe similar conditions on the freighters and ships
that transported them from the Anatolian coastline.)

The NKVD documents on the deportations are filled with pre-
cise data about where the Chechens-Ingush and Tatars were to be
settled, how much grain was to be made available for their consump-
tion, what kinds of building materials were to be provided by the local
authorities for their barracks, how they were to be employed and sup-
ported. Periodically, too, there are documents that indicate that much
of this planning remained on paper only.*® Not only were the local
authorities not prepared for the arrival of tens of thousands of
deportees, but the worst suffering awaited the already severely weak-
ened survivors of the horrid transports. The locals lived poorly and in
crowded conditions; rarely did the new provisions for the deportees
make it to the point of settlement intact, and when they did, they were
seldom given over to the Chechens, Ingush, or Tatars.* Instead, the
new spetspereselentsy (special settlers) were treated as pariahs, set upon,
beaten, and robbed by the locals of the few possessions they had, and



ignored by party and kolkhoz committees.® Children walked about in
a daze, unwashed and with no shoes; even the adults were insuffi-
ciently clothed to survive the harsh northern Kazakh winter.® Thou-
sands died from hunger, disease — most often typhus — and expo-
sure in an alien and unfriendly environment. Chechen historians es-
timate that nearly 200,000 Chechens and Ingush died and were killed
in the period of deportations and resettlement. The Crimean Tatars
suggest that as many as 45 per cent of their population perished in the
process, about half of whom were children.

The terrible violence associated with the war in Bosnia, in par-
ticular, has been documented well enough in the contemporary press
to warrant only the briefest of mention. The numbers are the easiest
part to digest, somehow: as far as we know at least 250,000 dead and
more than two million refugees. At the same time, what human be-
ings are capable of doing to other human beings in the name of cleans-
ing aterritory of an allegedly alien folk beggars description and thwarts
analysis. The images of bodily torture, the sadistic maiming and dis- -
figuring of the purported enemy, and the unspeakable horrors of the
prison camp at Omarska, reported first by Roy Gutman of Newsday,
call to mind every other case of ethnic cleansing in the twentieth cen- -
tury.® The historian seeks in vain for a convincing answer to the ques-
tion: how can former neighbors, even friends, do this to one another?
How do relatively successful multicultural societies fall apart so
quickly: what happened to the Van of 1910, the Smyrna of 1914, the
Berlin of 1930, the Simferopol or Grozny of 1940, the Poznan or Brno
of 1930, the Banja Luka and Mostar of 1960?

War and Ethnic Cleansing

In every case, war and the transition from war to peace pro-
vide the backdrop for the removal of peoples. Violence is made
acceptable by war; people live off of its promulgation; the taking of
lives becomes habitual. Militaries follow orders, whether they march
into battle against enemies or kill and expel identifiable ethnic “oth-
ers” in their midst. Paramilitary groups, whether well-organized, like
the Third Reich’s Einsatzgruppen, or more spontaneously placed into
battle, like the Greek chettes, Serbian chetniks or Polish and Czech
armed militias, attack groups singled out for ethnic cleansing. Ban-
dits, marauders, and asocial elements find their way into these para-
military groups, wreaking havoc with innocent civilian populations,
who are robbed and plundered, as well as brutalized, mutilated, and
sometimes killed. The mythology and lore attached to cruel and he-
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roic banditry in the Balkans may well have had an influence espe-
cially on the way Serbian combatants in Bosnia thought of their cam-
paigns.

War provides a cover for violence and a justification for violence.
In Hitler’s case, for example, there seems little question that the at-
tack on Russia ended one stage of the brutal cleansing of Jews from
the Reich and their ghettoization in Poland to the cataclysmic stage of
elimination and mass murder. Under the cover of the First World
War, the Young Turks decided to drive the Armenians — perceived as
traitorous and trouble-making — once and for all from Anatolia. Hav-
ing lost their remaining territories in the Balkans in the course of the
Balkan Wars in 1912 and 1913, the Young Turk triumvirate of Enver
Pasha, Talaat Pasha, and Djemal Pasha were determined to preempt
any possible attempts to create an independent Armenia in eastern
Anatolia by driving out and killing its potential citizenry. “The war,”
wrote Christopher Walker, “provided a thick black velvet arras, be-
hind which the Young Turks could act with impunity.”%

The Soviets also settled long-term scores under the cover of World
War II and the alleged collaboration of the Crimean Tatars and
Chechens and Ingush with the Nazis. Those historians who have
looked seriously at the issue of collaboration have come up with simi-
lar conclusions. Tatars, Chechens, and Ingush did not collaborate at a
markedly different level than did Ukrainians and Russians in the same
areas.® Chechnya was never really occupied by the Germans, and
the Soviet argument that Chechens and Ingush helped German units
find their way through the mountains only applies to scattered moun-
tain clans. The leaders of the Crimean Tatar obkom (regional party
committee) during the war rejected the complaints of some Soviet
partisan leaders that the Tatars collaborated in unusually large num-
bers. They documented Tatar resistance and accused Russian Soviet
partisans of refusing to take in Tatar members. According to the Tatar
communist leadership, the partisans drove the Tatars into the hands
of the hands of the Nazis by wantonly attacking peaceful villagers,
confiscating their food supplies, and burning down their homes.”

Wartime also highlights the strategic arguments for ethnic
cleansing, which accompany its execution either explicitly or implic-
itly. The Armenians and Greeks were accused of endangering the
Turkish war efforts. From the point of view of the Young Turks, the
Armenians were spies and agents for the Russians, and this was dem-
onstrated in the early victories of the Russians over the Turks in the
Caucasus just as the Western allies attacked the Turks at Gallipoli.
Therefore, the Armenians had to be eliminated from eastern Anatolia,
or the border region of Turkey would never be safe from the Russians.



By eliminating the Armenians as a factor in the politics of eastern
Anatolia, Ronald Suny writes, “the Young Turks could with one blow
end Western and Russian interference in Ottoman affairs.””? Accord-
ing to the American ambassador in Turkey, Henry Morgenthau, the
Turks were fully aware of the consequences of their strategically justi-
fied actions: “When the Turkish authorities gave the orders for these
deportations, they were merely giving the death warrant to a whole
race; they understood this well, and, in their conversations with me,
they made no particular attempt to conceal the fact.””?

The Turkish government also targeted the Greeks as agents of
the British on the western littoral of Anatolia and in eastern Thrace,
who — at the end of the war and beginning of the peace — were in-
tent, in the view of Pasha Mustapha Kemal, on turning Turkey into a
Western mandate. Therefore, the Greeks had to be driven from
Anatolia; Turkish settlers and Muslims from Greece would be moved
into their towns and villages to defend against foreign armies.™ It
would have been hard for the Nazis to argue that the Jews constituted
any kind of strategic threat to the Third Reich. But Hitler and his chief-
tains certainly thought that the Jews were the source of Western (and
Soviet) resistance to the “New Order” in Europe. If war broke out,
Hitler promised before the Reichstag 30 January 1939, the Jews would

pay:

Today I shall act the prophet once again. If interna-
tional financial Jewry inside and outside of Europe
should succeed in thrusting the nations into a world
war once again, then the result will not be the
Bolshevization of the earth and with it the victory of
Jewry, it will be the annihilation of the Jewish race in
Europe.”

The Polish government-in-exile’s wartime planning regard-
ing its postwar German population was overlaid with increasing
worries about Soviet claims to the country’s eastern lands, not to men-
tion political issues related to Soviet demands for a “friendly” post-
war Polish government. Especially after Yalta, it became apparent
that the Poles would lose vast territories to the east and be compen-
sated by the occupation of formerly German territories in the west.
For both the Polish government-in-exile and the Polish communists in
Moscow, it was imperative that the occupation of these territories turn
into their annexation as quickly as possible. Demographic politics also
played acritical role in the impulse to expel the Germans; where else
would the Polish population from the eastern territories live, if not in

newly acquired German territory. Geostrategy also was omnipresent
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in the discussions about the future shape of Poland. The Germans
would have to leave East Prussia and Danzig (Gdafisk) as well as the
Pomeranian coast, at least as far as the Oder, and in some wartime
plans even farther, beyond Rostock and Warnemiinde. Some Polish
government-in-exile plans even called for the Polish occupation of the
Kiel Canal as a way of keeping the Baltic safe from German dominion.
The Polish naval ministry also offered its opinion that the Pomera-
nian coast, Danzig, and Stettin (Szczecin) had to be cleared of Ger-
mans in order to insure the security of postwar Poland.”

The Oder and Lusatian Neisse were used by the Germans,
Mikolajczyk argued, for imperial control of Silesia and Bohemia.”
For the sake of the free commercial development of Poland and
Czechoslovakia, he insisted that these rivers be placed permanently

- under the control of the Poles. Of course, all of the Germans should be
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expelled from the territories east of these rivers.” In order to insure
that these lands remained in the hands of the Poles, Mikotajczyk, like
Gomutka, understood that the most important issue was getting the
Poles to be masters of the land, to work it and organize it for the eco-
nomic benefit of the region. Both communists and non-communists
were less worried about world opinion in regard to the expulsions than
about economic integration.”

The Czechs rarely offered strategic arguments for the depor-
tation of the Germans. For them, the primary reason for expelling the
Germans centered on the responsibility of the Germans for the failure
of the interwar republic. They were traitors to Czechoslovakia; had
sold the country down the river to Hitler; and had to be expelled if
Czechoslovakia was to succeed as a democracy. As Benes explained,
“our Germans... betrayed the state, betrayed democracy, betrayed us,
betrayed humanness, and betrayed humanity.”® For the Czechs, the
expulsion of the Germans was a justifiable historical payback, not just
for undermining and destroying the interwar republic, but for all the
insults to the Czechs on the part of Germans and Austrians going back
to White Mountain. Mostly out of sheer political expediency, but also
influenced by neo-Pan Slavic sentiments, the Soviets supported both
the Czechs and Poles in their determination to expel the Germans.®!

Long-term strategic concerns, more implicit than explicit, influ-
enced the Soviet decision to deport the Crimean Tatars and Chechens
and Ingush. The Crimean Tatars claim, with considerable justifica-
tion, that the Russian and Soviet governments had always hoped to
create a “Crimea without the Crimean Tatars.”® Ethnic and religious
affinities between the Crimean Tatars and the Ottoman Turks had
spurred Imperial Russian antagonism to the Tatars in the first place.
After the Crimean War, the Russians treated the Tatars as scapegoats



for the disastrous campaigns on the peninsula and expelled some
100,000 Tatars from the Crimea at the war’s conclusion.®* Burgeon-
ing racial thinking during World War II did not help. But it was no
doubt Russian designs on the Straits and on Turkey which had

_prompted the deportations of alleged Turkish sympathizers from the
Crimean peninsula. Insome ways, the Chechens and Ingush presented
the Soviets with a similar strategic problem, a potential source of sup-
port for Turkish designs on the northern rim of the Caucasus. It is
important to remember as well that both Stalin and Beria, the men
most responsible for the deportations, were of Georgian origin and
may well have had designs on the territories of the Georgians’ Mus-
lim neighbors and traditional enemies. This is born out by the fact
that when the Chechen-Ingush Autonomous Republic was formally
abolished on 25 June 1946, the mountainous territories to the south
had already been turned over to Soviet Georgia.*

The Chechens and Ingush, even more than the Crimean Tatars,
were traditionally considered by the Russian and Soviet authori-
ties to be a thorn in the side of expansion in the Caucasus. The
mountaineers carried on great battles against the Terek Cossacks,
enlisted to pacify the Caucasus in Russian expansionism in the mid-
nineteenth Century. After the Revolution of 1917, Chechens and
Ingush resisted Soviet power; many died or were exiled in fighting
against the Reds even after the Civil War itself was concluded. In the
drive for collectivization, the Chechens and Ingush distinguished
themselves by their fierce resistance to NKVD pressure to give up their
plots and animals to newly founded kolkhozes. Even on the eve of the
war, there were skirmishes between NKVD mountain units and scat-
tered Chechen fighters, resisting induction in the Red Army. In this
sense, Stalin and Beria seized the opportunity of the war and allega-
tions of collaboration to deal with the Chechens and Ingush once and
forall. Not surprisingly their plan did not work; hundreds of Chechens
and Ingush escaped to mountain hide-outs and carried out warfare
against NKVD troops late into the late 1940s and 1950s. During the
recent war in Chechnya, military journals published detailed accounts
of the attempts by specially-trained NKVD armed units to flush the
Chechens from the mountains.® The idea in publishing this material
was clearly to apply the lessons learned in the post-deportation
struggles in the Caucasus to the contemporary war in Chechnya.

The Serbs’ ethnic cleansing of Muslims in Bosnia was carried out
with an eye towards strategic justifications, sometimes explicitly,
sometimes implicitly invoked. The attacks on the Muslims were con-
centrated in Western Bosnia, around Banja Luka, and in Eastern
Herzegovina, especially along the Drina valley bordering on Serbia
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proper. There can be little question that Milosevi¢, KaradZi¢, Mladi¢
and the paramilitaries associated with them, focused on the villages
and towns of these regions in order to create a Serbian territory con-
tiguous with Serbia proper and joined to one another through the cor-
ridor of Br¢ko. No Muslim enclaves would be allowed to remain in-
tact in what was deemed to be Serbian territory. Hence the fearsome
attacks on Zepa and Srebrenica in the summer of 1995 and the con-
tinuing pressure on GoraZde before Dayton. It remains to be seen
whether the Dayton provisions calling for the return of refugees to
their homes will be honored. The practical difficulties seem over-
whelming, and the logic of expelling the Bosnian Muslims from Serbian
territory allows no exceptions. In fact, there is a “ratcheting up” ef- -
fect noted by Terry Martin in his work on ethnic cleansing in the So-
viet Russia in the late 1930s.% Once the deportations start, those left
behind are all the more subject to deportation because their dissatis-
faction with the authorities will only be more intense. Moreover, theo-
retically they might be used both to justify the return of others, or —
as Talaat Pasha told Ambassador Morgenthau about the surviving
Armenians — they might “plan their revenge.”¥” The logic of ethnic
cleansing, in other words, allows no exceptions.

Deporting Whole Nations

Ethnic cleansing establishes hard and inviolable borders be-
tween those who perpetrate the cleansing and those who are cleansed;
there are no uncertainties and few compromises. Only the Ottoman
and Turkish examples exhibited some variance from the general rule.
Greeks were allowed to stay in Istanbul until the end of the 1920s; in
fact, the total expulsion of all Greeks in Turkey was not completed
until 1955. A substantial number of Armenians also managed to sur-
vive the 1915 genocide in Ottoman territory. Some Constantinople
Armenians were not subjected to massacres or attacks. Among the
Armenians deported from their homes in eastern Anatolia, some were
able to save themselves and their children by converting to Islam.
Enough Armenians survived in Cilicia in the south to form an Arme-
nian brigade commanded by the French. One might argue that the
nationalism of the Young Turks and their followers was not sufficiently
distinguishable from Ottoman patriotism to adopt the kind of racial-
istideology that would demand the elimination of all Armenians, the
way Hitler insisted on the destruction of all of the Jews. Yet it is im-
portant to distinguish the events of 1915 from the massacres of Arme-
nians under Abdul Hamid Il in the mid-1890s. As Richard Hovannisian



has noted, the massacres of the mid-1890s were intended to keep the
Armenians “in their place.” On the other hand, the Young Turks sought
“to create a frame of reference that did not include the Armenians at
all.”® In that sense, indeed, the Armenian genocide can be compared
to the Holocaust.

Still, it was Hitler who introduced into the history of ethnic cleans-
ing an unrelenting racialist essence. As we know, the Jews — defined
in genetic, not cultural, religious, or linguistic terms — were sched-
uled to be eliminated from the country, and eventually condemned to
death. Jews survived the Holocaust, but not because the Nazis did
not intend to kill them. After the war, the Poles and Czechs adopted a
similarly racialist idea of who is a German. Even completely Polonized
Germans had to leave the new republic, though some successfully hid
their nationality from the authorities. All Germans — fascists or anti-
fascists — were forced to flee. Mikofajczyk liked to quote the famous
statement of Stalin to Sikorski about the nationalism of German com-
munists: “they are all Germans, all the same — fanatical and cruel.”®
No one forced the Germans to leave, Mikolajczyk insisted. But to those
who fled, he would only say: “Go to hell, there is no return here for
you.”®

Despite this rhetoric, the Poles sought to rescue as many Ger-
manized Poles for the Polish nation as they could, just as the Ger-
mans tried to identify real Aryans among the Poles and Czechs
for re-Germanization. The so-called autochtons who lived in for-
merly German territories — Mazurians, Kashubs, and Silesians —
were similarly given the opportunity to re-Polonize themselves. In
both the Polish and Czech cases, elaborate legal procedures were es-
tablished to deal with the right to remain in the new republics of Ger-
mans in mixed marriages and children of mixed marriages. The docu-
mentation required in these legal procedures resembled that used by
the Nazis to establish racial purity: baptismal certificates going back
two generations, residence permits, and certified family trees. It should
be reiterated, however, that legal proceedings applied only in the small-
est minority of cases of ethnic cleansing. Usually, Germans and al-
leged Germans were expelled in paroxysms of retribution and mob
violence. Few of the available legal niceties were offered German men,
women or children in mixed marriages when facing vengeful Czechs
and Poles.

The Soviet cases were notable for their completeness. All the
Crimean Tatars — identified by the nationality recorded in their
internal passports — were expelled in toto from their homeland. The
same was true of the Chechens and Ingush. No exceptions were al-
lowed — whether party secretary, partisan fighter, valued factory
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specialist, or Hero of the Soviet Union. Husbands and wives of Rus-
sians and Ukrainians had the choice to be deported with their respec-
tive Chechen-Ingush or Tatar spouses; children not yet 16 could stay
behind with the acceptable spouse. Tatar and Chechen-Ingush men
at the front were deported directly from their units to one of the Cen-
tral Asian destinations for exile. Sometimes it took years for families
to be reunited.

The extent of the Soviet mania to cleanse the Crimea of every
single Tatar is evident in the papers of the postwar Crimean oblast
NKVD. In the late 1940s, a number of influential Tatars had man-
aged to get permission from Moscow to return to the Crimea for
one reason or another. In some cases, they had outstanding war
records or they provided compelling family reasons to return. But
the local NKVD authorities were outraged that as many as 220 or
so returnees had reestablished homes in the Crimea and insisted
that they not be given residency permits. The local party obkom re-
quested that Moscow not allow any more Tatars to leave Uzbekistan
and that all of those Tatars present in the Crimea be permitted to live
anywhere in the Soviet Union except for the Crimea.’ Similarly, once
all the Chechens and Ingush were deported from their homelands in
1944, requests to return were systematically rejected, although some
well-connected Chechens were allowed to leave Kazakhstan for other
parts of the Soviet Union.

Even after the death of Stalin in March 1953, the Soviet authori-
ties refused to allow the Chechens and Ingush to return to their home-
lands, though a few began to make their way to the Northern Caucasus
inany case. After Khrushchev's secret speech in February 1956 called
attention to the violations and “excesses” of Stalinist policy in the
treatment of Soviet nationalities, thousands of Chechens and Ingush
began the long trek home. But unlike other nationalities, officially
they were not allowed to retuin to their homelands. They were re-
moved from the inferior status of being spetspereselentsy, but, stated
the directive of the Supreme Soviet, “this does not mean that they
have the right to the return of their property confiscated during their
expulsion, nor do they have the right to return to the places from which
they were expelled.”*? In fact, the Soviet government intended to pre-
vent the Chechens and Ingush from returning home at all and wanted
them to move to an autonomous region designated for their peoples
in Kazakhstan. But Chechen and Ingush party leaders and intelligen-
tsia resolutely rejected any such “solution” to their problems.” De-
spite opposition from the new rulers of the traditional Chechen-Ingush
homelands, the Soviet government finally relented in 1957. The
Chechen and Ingush Autonomous Republic was reestablished and all
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the Chechens and Ingush were allowed to return home.* The Crimean
Tatars were not mentioned at all in the Secret Speech, and the impli-
cation was that they would not be rehabilitated like the other peoples.
In fact, the Tatars were never rehabilitated; nor did they ever receive
formal permission to return to their homeland in the Crimea. Only
during perestroika did the situation change to the extent that Tatars
could protest and demand the return of their lands, as they do today.

Even the intervention of the international community did not
prevent the almost complete expulsion of Bosnian Muslims from
what the Bosnian Serbs identified as their territory. The Muslim
enclave of GoraZde remains intact, in good measure because SFOR
(NATO) troops are now on the ground in Bosnia. The logic of
ethnic cleansing renders illusory the Dayton provisions that Bosnian
Muslims be allowed to return to their homes and villages in the
Srpska Republika. It seems equally unlikely that the Croat gov-
ernment will tolerate a reversal of its ethnic cleansing of Krajina in
the summer of 1995. A more realistic test of the Croat government’s
ability to reverse the logic of complete ethnic cleansing of their terri-

tory of Serbs is Eastern Slavonia, where the political and cultural sta- -

tus of Serbs within Croatia remains contested. Not unlike the Czechs
during the war who argued that individual antifascist Germans should
be allowed to remain in Czechoslovakia as Czech citizens — like any
other citizen, with no special status — the Croats maintain that they
are ready to accept Serbs who are not tainted by “war crimes” as citi-
zens of the new Croatia. Alas, the exclusivist logic of ethnic cleansing
militates against a mixed Eastern Slavonia of Croats and Serbs, just as
it militated against a mixed Czech-German population in the former
Sudetenland. The city of Mostar lies at the heart of the internal con-
flict within the Muslim-Croat federation. On both sides of the Neretva,
which divides the city between the western Croatian and eastern
Muslim sections, ethnic cleansing continues to exact its toll on the
population of the “other.”

Monuments and Identity

The Yugoslav example also highlights another commonality of
ethnic cleansing and that is the determination of the cleansers to wipe
out not only the biological traces of the people, but the physical signs
and memory of their culture and civilization as well. The destruction
of mosques and of churches and monasteries in Bosnia and
Herzegovina was integral to the process of driving out the other. The
Bosnian Serbs identified Banja Luka as a strategic center for their rule
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in Western Bosnia and proceeded to dynamite all of the city’s mosques
and burn down its Catholic churches. All traces of the city of Fo¢a’s
Muslim past were dynamited and bulldozed; even the name of the
city was changed to Srbinje (Serb Place). Trebinje’s 500-year old
mosque was dynamited; the town’s graceful Turkish manor and sur-
rounding buildings were burned to the ground.” After the Chechens
and Ingush were driven from their homelands, Soviet bulldozers tore
into Muslim cemeteries — the most sacred of Chechen and Ingush
architectural monuments — and upended all of the gravestones. The
Soviets then used the stones to serve as the foundations for factories
and to pave roads, very much like the Nazis’ use of Jewish gravestones.

In Anatolia, Greek and Armenian churches were destroyed and
burned to the ground, sometimes with worshippers and priests in them.
In other cases, the churches were transformed into mosques, frescoes
defaced or painted over, altar pieces and church valuables melted
down. Similarly, the Greeks robbed mosques of their carpets and fur-
niture, killed pigs and left them to rot in the buildings, before setting
them ablaze.* The Germans burned down synagogues during
Kristallnacht, the night of broken glass, 9 November 1938; in Poland,
the Germans burned and dynamited synagogues and converted oth-
ers to storage houses and barns. Needless to say the Poles and Czechs
also destroyed German monuments and vandalized German cemeter-
ies. Fortunately, decent housing and building space was in such short
supply, especially in devastated postwar Poland, that local Polish and
Czech authorities protected well-known German architectural monu-
ments from immediate destruction.

The destructive impulse in ethnic cleansing reaches far beyond a
people and their buildings and cemeteries. Manuscripts, books, art-
works, and archives are also targeted for destruction. Place names
arechanged.” Languages are purified to reflect the dominant nation
and purged of local ethnic usages. Even dictionaries — Polish-Ger-
man, Russian-Chechen, Turkish-Greek — are destroyed as insidious.
History and historiography are changed in dramatic ways; either the
expelled people disappears altogether from consideration or their role
in the regions is distorted beyond all recognition.”® After the Arme-
nian genocide in 1915 and the Greek expulsion of 1922-23, Turkish
history and historiography portrayed these peoples as being either
deliriously happy in the Ottoman Empire or as plotting with the Rus-
sians (in the Armenian case) and the British (in the Greek case) to
overthrow the sultanate. Especially when considering the Armenians,
Turkish historians engage in a serious form of memory loss to this very
day. The Nazis, of course, expunged the Jews completely from Ger-
man history writing; they became the subjects instead of the new ra-



cial science. Books by, about, and including German Jews were the
first to be burned by Nazi thugs. The Poles and Czechs burned and
destroyed German books, almanacs, albums, and encyclopedias, while
developing an historiography of the former German territories which
proved their “real” Polish and Czech character and history. As late
as the end of the 1960s, the Poles posted signs on the coastline west of
Gdafisk to the Oder which read: “This territory always was and al-
ways will be Polish,” as if they doubted that this was really the case.

Perhaps nowhere have whole peoples disappeared from books,
newspapers, encyclopedias, or even daily conversation as they did in
the former Soviet Union. One reads a good deal about non-persons in
analyses of Soviet control of language and information, but rarely about
non-peoples. When the Chechens, Ingush, and Tatars were deported
from their homelands, they — for all practical purposes — disappeared
into thin air. Indeed, many in the local population did not know where
they had gone or if they were still alive. The Chechen-Ingush Autono-
mous Republic was formally abolished in 1946, its territories carved
up between Georgia, Northern Ossetia, Daghestan, and the Stavropol
region. Within a few months of the deportations, Daghestanis moved
in to occupy many of the Chechens’ former villages and farmsteads.
Russians and Ukrainians took many of their jobs in Grozny’s oil in-
dustry. The Chechen and Ingush names of towns were changed; no
remnants were allowed of their culture. In the proceedings of the
Grozny obkom for the period following the deportations, there was
not a single mention of the Chechens and Ingush.® They had evapo-
rated. Meanwhile, the Chechens and Ingush in Kazakhstan, isolated
by the status of spetspereselentsy, earlier reserved for kulaks, sent their
children to schools, which proscribed the use of their own language,
and they were not allowed to possess books or newspapers printed in
their tongue.

The situation for the Crimean Tatars was very similar, if some-
how more tragic for the sheer number of books, manuscripts, and ar-
chives produced by their rich sedentary culture over the centuries and
destroyed by the Soviets. In the post-deportation period, the Crimean
obkom protocols also never once mentioned the Tatars, or, for that
matter, the large numbers of Armenians, Bulgarians, and Greeks, who
had been deported in the same period.'® The only hint that large num-
bers of Crimean Tatars had been deported from the region showed up
in the periodic complaints of the shortage of labor for bringing in the
harvest in deserted collective farms. As in the Chechen-Ingush case,
town names — some which had stood for centuries — were changed
overnight; history books eliminated anything but the enemy Tatars

33



from their narratives; a nation disappeared, in this case to special
settlements in Uzbekistan.

Attacks on Women

A final aspect of ethnic cleansing that deserves analysis is its
patently gendered character. Despite the hard and firm catego-

_ries of ethnicity that dominate the thinking and actions of ethnic
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cleansers, gender repeatedly asserts itself as a determinant of vic-
timization. Part of the issue is the perception that the female is the
locus of the nation, biologically, if not also spiritually and cultur-
ally. As aresult, attacks on nations of the sort that constitute ethnic
cleansing are often manifested in attacks of the most brutal sort on
females of all ages and on their reproductive potentialities.

Armenian men were seized by the Turks, placed in labor battal-
ions, and thousands were shot outright. But many fled to Russia,
Greece, and the Middle East, some simply to escape persecution, oth-
ers to continue to fight for their homelands. Meanwhile, the women,
the aged, and the children remained behind. It was primarily the
women who were forced out of their towns and villages in Anatolia
and were sent on death marches through the deserts to the Euphrates.
On the way, Turkish soldiers and Kurdish marauders attacked the
women in droves; there was rape, gang rape, and rape murder. No
one was exempt: not pregnant women, not prepubescent girls, not
grandmothers. Young girls were singled out from the group and ab-
ducted into sexual slavery, sometimes to brothels for Turkish troops,
sometimes for the harems of Kurdish chieftains. In Bitlis, 300 young
girls were exempted from the deportations to serve as prostitutes for
the Turkish army. Inevitably, the girls became diseased with syphilis
and gonorrhea. They were then executed — in the words of the town'’s
commandant — for “exhausting the vital force of the Ottoman army
and [infecting] ... the children of the Fatherland.”™® Armenian women
and girls were helpless victims; few escaped the onslaught during the
long march; many committed suicide.”® Rape and the humiliation of
women was all too common on both sides of the Greco-Turkish con-
flict, as well. As soldiers, men could protect themselves from the ag-
gressor in retreat or die in battle. Almost always unarmed and with-
out defenses, the women — Greeks, Turks, Armenians — were open
season for the marauding bands of armed ethnic bands that were so
prevalent in Anatolia at the end of the First World War.

Nazi treatment of Jewish women also differed from that of the
men, especially before the campaign of mass extermination was set in
motion in the fall and winter 1941-42. Jewish women were subject to



sterilization; they were used for medical experiments involving preg-
nancy and abortion; they were forced to serve in SS brothels for the
“pleasure” of Polish and Ukrainian camp guards and non-German SS
affiliates. The Nazi determination to humiliate Jewish women knew
no bounds. Atevery opportunity, they were stripped of their clothes,
deloused, and marched about for the amusement of ghetto and camp
guards. Often separated from the men, their fate in the mass extermi-
nation camps was also more unalterable, as the Nazis were determined
to kill off the future of the Jewish people. Mary Felstiner recounts the
unequal victimization of Jewish women: “Women were the ones more
often left behind during emigrations from the Reich.... [Citing
Auschwitz commandant Rudolf Hoess] ‘There were always more men
fit for labor than women.’ [And Hoess again] ‘The women went in [to
the gas chambers] first with their children, followed by the men who
were always the fewer in number.” She concludes from her investiga-
tions:

Genocide is the act of putting women and children
first. Of all the deceptions a death camp settled
on, this one went down deepest. This was the hard
core of the Holocaust.'®

In their newly occupied Western territories, Polish marauders
sometimes chased down and raped German women of all ages, chil-
dren and grandmothers included. Especially in the first months of the
Polish occupation, armed adventurers from the former General-
gouvernement followed Soviet troops into the region with no inten-
tion of staying or settling, as hoped for by the Polish authorities, and
with every intention of stealing what they could from the Germans.
Away from their homes, brutalized by the experience of the Nazi oc-
cupation, and in search of booty, these Polish bands engaged in ter-
rible acts of violence against German women, the vast majority of
whom lived without military-age men at home.’™ The men had ei-
ther retreated from the Red Army advance and were captured or killed
by the Soviets. The actual expulsion, flight, and eventual deportation
of the Germans took place in uneven waves, chaotically and often with-
out rhyme or reason, leaving German women dispersed, confused, and
uncertain of their futures. Many Germans expected that the Western
Allies would occupy the territory that had been temporarily given over
to the Poles. The Potsdam conference on the one hand and the British
and U.S. foreign policy statements on the other were decidedly am-
biguous on this issue, as the final determination of the eastern borders
of Germany were to be left to the future peace conference. Mean-
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while, German women paid a fearsome price of the Nazi attack on
Poland; they were open season to rapists and plunderers.

There were few ambiguities about the future of the Sudeten Ger-
mans. Bene$ was uncompromising; he wanted them all out and the
Allies (British, Americans, and Soviets) all supported his demands.
The Potsdam agreement actually slowed down the process of expel-
ling the Sudeten Germans because an Allied commission was formed
to insure the “orderly and humane” transfer of the population to Ger-
many and Austria, as prescribed in Article XIII of the treaty. The
Americans, in particular, wanted to bring the chaotic expulsions un-
der control, since most of the Sudeten Germans were designated to
settle in Bavaria in the American zone. Meanwhile, tens of thousands
of Czech communists and “antifascists” were transferred to the So-
viet zone. The Bene3 government was not content to wait for the
American transports before seizing German property.' As a result,
the local authorities removed the Germans from their homes and —
in a sometimes more and sometimes less humane and orderly fashion
—separated the men and women and confined them to ill-provisioned
work camps. In the camps for females, the German women were sub-
jected to humiliating searches, sexual abuse, and rape. When Czech
commandants and guards were themselves disinclined to rape and
sexual exploitation, they were more than willing to use the camps as
bordellos for Russian soldiers stationed nearby. Czechoverseers were
known to scream at the women the epithets “German whores!” “Ger-
man pigs!” That is precisely how they treated them. Before the final
transfer out of Czechoslovakia was accomplished, many German

‘women were badly infected with syphilis and gonorrhea; others were
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psychologically and physically wrecked by the frequent abuse of So-
viet soldiers invited to the compounds by the Czechs.!”

Except for the first incursions of Soviet advanced units and NKVD
troops into the Crimea after the Nazi retreat, when there were reports
of the rape of Tatar women, the deportations of the Crimean Tatars
and the Chechen and Ingush were not accompanied, as far as | know,
by rape and the purposeful humiliation of women. Yet the Soviet de-
portations of the peoples of the Northern Caucasus and Crimea turned
into attacks on women, the aged, and children, if for no other reason
than that many of the military age men had perished or disappeared
during the war. Even a few Chechen men managed to flee to the high-
est mountains, seeking to escape the fate of their fellow villagers. The
women thus bore the brunt of the harsh conditions and helplessness
of the deportation. As Muslim believers, the Tatar and Chechen and
Ingush women also suffered terribly the loss of all privacy in the
crowded and suffocating freight cars. The shame inflicted on the



women by the deportation paled when they faced the harsh condi-
tions of survival in Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. Faced with an unfa-
miliar terrain, harsh climatic conditions, and alien cultures, the women
were forced to take control of the family’s economy, trying to scratch
out an existence in extremely inhospitable surroundings. Many had
to watch their children die, helpless and heart-broken.'®

Beverly Allen has written a searing indictment of Serbian at-
tacks on Muslim women called Rape Warfare. The argument is that the
Serbs not only used rape as a weapon of ethnic cleansing in Bosnia,
but that rape was central to their genocidal goals. She cites “tens of
thousands” of cases of genocidal rape, whose goal was the impregna-
tion of Bosnian women.'® The European Council reported over 20,000
rapes; the Bosnian government estimated the number as being closer
t050,000."° In the case of Bosnia, there can be little doubt that Serbian
rape of Muslim women was not simply another example of the evil

_effects of men at war or of ethnic cleansing as an historical phenom-
enon. Serbian soldiers have spoken of being ordered to rape. Rape
camps had logistical and financial support from the agencies of the
Bosnian Serbian government. The idea behind the rapes seems to have
been two-fold. On the one hand, the reports of rape —easy enough to
publicize widely — would help drive the Bosnian Muslims from their
homelands. In this case rape is not an act of vengeance or humiliation
of the enemy, it is a means to an end, a way of forcing the Muslim
population to flee. Secondly, rape, impregnation, and forcing women
to have the babies, “little Chetniks,” was seen as a way to humiliate
the victim, destroy their reproductive capabilities, and convince them
their offspring were really Serbs.

Bosnian Muslim men also have suffered terribly at the hands of
the Serbs, as well. The prison camps and torture, the mass executions
and humiliations, have made an indelible impression on the world
community, inspiring the creation of the War Crimes Tribunal in the
Hague and the determination of the Tribunal to seize the individuals
responsible for these heinous crimes and bring them to justice. Serbs,
Croats, and Bosnian Muslims have been indicted for war crimes
against the others. In part as recognition of the role of rape in ethnic
cleansing, it too has been recognized a war crime. Fundamentally, the
argument was that rape and sexual abuse produce “serious bodily”
and “mental harm,” and therefore should be seen as violations of the
U.N. Genocide Convention of 1948.2

There is no easy answer to the question: why has rape assumed
such an important dimension of the history of ethnic cleansing and
genocide? Clearly, rape has been associated historically with modern
warfare and military occupation.”® But in the situation of ethnic
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cleansing, a number of other unarticulated social-psychological pa-
thologies are being expressed at once. First of all, there is the denigra-
tion of women as a way to dishonor the ethnic other. Rape is seen in
this connection as a way to exact revenge on the other for alleged inju-
ries and insults. By violating women of child-bearing age, in particu-
lar, the ethnic cleanser attempts to destroy the core of the opponent
nation. No doubt, in many cases, the rapists see the opportunity to
realize their own misogynist and pornographic fantasies in war and
in ethnic strife.™ Indeed, rape may be an indicator of even more
deeply embedded problems of attraction to and repulsion from the
women (and men) of the “other.” Klaus Theweleit's study of the fright-
ening psychosexual fantasies of Freikorps veterans is very suggestive
in this regard.!”®

~ Conclusion

As a sad postscript to this outline of the dimensions of ethnic
cleansing in the twentieth century, it is worth noting that there is no
reason to assume that this brutal historical phenomenon will not con-
tinue into the twenty-first century. The “Short Twentieth Century” in
point of fact is interminably long.""¢ What Rogers Brubaker has termed
— somewhat harmlessly — the “unmixing of peoples” is a process
whose force and violence have been far from exhausted on the Euro-
pean continent, or in the world as a whole."” What is more, interna-
tional institutions show no more ability to deal with ethnic cleansing
than they did at the start of the century. The European powers seemed
helpless to intervene on behalf of the Armenians and only aggravated
the problems of the ethnic cleansing of the Greeks from Anatolia. The
centrality of the Holocaust to our understanding of the twentieth cen-
tury should not obscure the fact that the killing of the Jews was a mat-
ter of only mild concern to the “world community” during the Second
World War. Even if the countries of the West knew about the depor-
tations of the Chechen-Ingush and Crimean Tatars, they would most
certainly have raised even less of a fuss about these events than they
did when the Russians bombarded Grozny in 1994. There were some
passing criticisms of the Poles and Czechs for the brutality of the ex-
pulsions of Germans; but few non-Germans could muster much sym-
pathy for their plight. With violent ethnic cleansing and mass rape on
our television screens night after night from the late spring of 1992
until the horrors of Srebrenica in the summer of 1995, the West did
little or nothing to stop the genocidal acts in the war of Yugoslav suc-
cession. Unlike Lausanne and Potsdam before it, the Dayton agree-
ment did bring an end to the fighting. But like the other peace agree-
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ments, it also stabilized the ethnic divisions in former multinational
societies. Therefore, the Dayton peace treaty should be thought of —
like Lausanne and Potsdam — as a symbol of defeat rather than of
victory. Ethnic cleansing was again successful. Why should the twenty-
first century be any different?

To view ethnic cleansing in a comparative perspective should
make it clear that historically it is not specific to particular cultures,
East or West, Muslim or Christian, socialist or democratic, rich or poor.

Modern states and modern politicians are very much the initiators of

ethnic cleansing, and the sovereignty implied in their domestic affairs
makes it difficult, if not impossible, for supra-state organizations to
intervene. But this does not alleviate the responsibility of individual
citizens and the human community for the havoc wreaked on their
fellow men and women in this century. In this sense, Christopher
Browning has it right and Daniel Goldhagen has it wrong; it is human
action and inaction located in concrete societies and polities that we
must investigate, not the ostensibly perverse histories or national char-
acteristics of the Germans (or the Turks or the Serbs)."®
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