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Introduction



No man is an island, entire of itself; every man is a piece of the continent, a part of the main; if a clod be washed away by the sea, Europe is the less, as well as if a promontory were, as well as if a manor of thy friend’s or of thine own were; any man’s death diminishes me, because I am involved in mankind, and therefore never send to know for whom the bell tolls; it tolls for thee.

—John Donne, Donne’s Devotions



All the most widely acknowledged twentieth-century atrocities—Indigenous genocide in North America, the Herero genocide, the Ottoman genocide of Christian minorities, the Holodomor, Holocaust and Nazi atrocities, the Cambodian genocide, the Rwandan genocide, and atrocities in former Yugoslavia—incorporated displacement as a key element of the processes of destruction. Perpetrators of mass atrocities have used displacement to transfer victims to killing sites or extermination camps, transfer victims to sites of forced labor and attrition, ethnically homogenize regions by displacing victims out of their homes and lands, and destroy populations.1 Displacement has also been an outcome of atrocities, and in many instances the violation of the right to free movement has been a pillar of perpetrator hegemony over victim populations.

However, in much atrocity scholarship and international criminal law, displacement has been treated as a corollary practice to crimes committed, not as a central aspect of their perpetration. This is especially true when considering the general lack of focus on displacement as an annihilatory process in se. The explicit focus on displacement as an annihilatory practice is largely theoretically and conceptually neglected. This book aims to fill this gap by asking and answering this question: Why do perpetrators use forced displacement to destroy targeted populations?

Displacement atrocity (DA) crimes have been perpetrated on every major inhabited continent across space and time. As a method, DA crimes refer to the unique fusion of forced displacement and systematic deprivation of vital daily needs (food, water, clothing, shelter, and medical care) to create potent killing systems. This book features comparative historical analyses of individual cases of atrocity, which helped create a typology of, and causal pathway to, DA crimes. This theory of DA crimes helps to explain the different manifestations of why displacement and systematic deprivation of vital daily needs are linked to the annihilation of populations.

Perpetrators of DA crimes exploit one of the most sought-after ideals: space. Beautiful countrysides, mountainous terrains, deserts, lush fields, shorelines, and great expanses are turned into killing fields by perpetrators who seek to destroy targeted populations. Perpetrators of DA crimes deliberately create annihilatory systems not only to homogenize regions of targeted populations but also to destroy these populations through the act of movement. Annihilatory displacement remains a primary strategy used to solve demographic “problems,” which are typically socially constructed by perpetrators.

How should the general problem of displacement and the specific problem of DA crimes be understood, then? It is first important to recall key terminologies for studying atrocities. Until recently, atrocity scholarship has generally treated displacement and indirect killing methods with cursory or secondary interest. The history of the genocide studies field is rooted in studying the Holocaust, followed by comparison of the three major genocides of the twentieth century (Armenian, Jewish, and Rwandan).2 The field then moved into expanding the number of applicable cases to events such as the Cambodian genocide and the Herero genocide.3 Genocide studies currently incorporates critical approaches and understandings of the meanings and methods of atrocities, and has expanded into cases of colonial crimes against Indigenous peoples.4 Clearly, theoretical advances and case explorations have been increasing over the last fifty years.

While there have been past predispositions to view certain destructive processes as “real” genocide compared to other campaigns of destruction, these social and academic dogmas are slowly retreating. The return to the work of Raphael Lemkin has aided in this shift, bringing conversations back to dynamic and intersectional understandings of biological destruction and cultural destruction (what Lemkin originally termed barbarism and vandalism, respectively) as equally annihilatory and deleterious political processes.5 Lemkin recognized that by losing the biological (barbarism) or cultural (vandalism) contributions of groups, humanity suffers and is weaker. Any attempt at erasure should be considered an attack not only on the targeted population but on the human collectivity itself. According to Lemkin, “In the acts of barbarity, as well as in those of vandalism, the asocial and destructive spirit of the author is made evident. This spirit, by definition, is the opposite of the culture and progress of humanity. It throws the evolution of ideas back to the bleak period of the Middle Ages. Such acts shock the conscience of all humanity, while generating extreme anxiety about the future. For all these reasons, acts of vandalism and barbarity must be regarded as offenses against the law of nations.”6 Lemkin’s insights have markedly influenced recent atrocity scholarship, and while there is usually a division in the target of atrocity campaigns, any campaign seeking the destruction of populations often includes both biologically and culturally destructive elements. DA crimes are no different.

As further explored in chapters 1 and 2, DA crimes can best be understood as indirect killing methods—that is, methods of annihilation that use deprivation to destroy. Indirect killing destroys populations gradually, denying them of vital daily needs in myriad ways. When fused with forced displacement, indirect killing can become extremely potent in a matter of days or weeks. Indirect methods are not lesser in severity than direct methods, like constructing gas chambers or mass execution sites. Rather, and recalling the teachings of Lemkin on the equality of suffering, both direct and indirect methods should be viewed simply as methods of atrocity deployed in different spaces and times by different perpetrators for a similar goal: annihilation.

This book offers theoretical, conceptual, and empirical innovations on annihilatory forced displacement as a concept and a crime, as well as individual cases of atrocity. Broadly, I follow Alexander L. George and Andrew Bennett’s qualitative methodological guidelines to create the DA crime typology.7 George and Bennett broadly define a typology as the theoretical definition of a particular phenomenon with multiple cases as examples.8 Typologies serve an important role in generating new and more detailed understandings of common phenomena with similar causes, processes, and outcomes.9 The use of inductive typological methods allow for the creation of a grounded theory of DA crimes.10 George and Bennett specifically note that researchers should continually “assess, refine, or alter the theoretical framework in which explanation of individual cases are couched and to identify components of a useful typology.”11 The DA crime theory was created by establishing and continuing a symbiotic relationship between empirical work and concept refinement.

Case work was completed by using process tracing—a powerful form of within-case analysis that allows researchers to uncover variables and variable relationships when examining cases.12 DA crimes have manifested across space and time, and this book incorporates four crucial cases of this type of destructive process, each of which represents a subtype of DA crimes (as explored in later chapters).13 The following crucial cases were selected in accordance with a most different systems analysis and are discussed in parts 2 through 5, respectively:14

•   Germany’s genocide of the Herero (1904–1908) in German South-West Africa

•   The Ottoman genocide of Christian minorities (1914–1925) in the Ottoman Empire/Turkey

•   The expulsion of Germans (1943–1950) from Central and Eastern Europe

•   Potential Climate Violence in the twenty-first century

The third chapter of parts 2 through 4 presents a counter-case of violence,15 which used different atrocity methods but took place at approximately the same time and space as the DA crime explored. It could reasonably be expected that perpetration patterns would be similar, yet they were not. By exploring which variables in the DA crime causal pathway were left unfulfilled, it is possible to explain why different crimes can occur in similar times and spaces. These counter-cases provide powerful tests for the DA crime theory and help demonstrate its validity. The three counter-cases are as follows:

•   Germany’s genocide of the Nama (1905–1908) in German South-West Africa

•   The Hamidian massacres (1894–1897) in the Ottoman Empire

•   The Holocaust (1933–1945) in Europe

There is no counter-case for the section on climate violence, as the opportunities for derailing climate-related DA crime practices are explored throughout chapters 13 and 14. The theoretical implications of understanding differing criminal patterns in similar spaces and times has thus far been underdeveloped in human rights and atrocity scholarship and will help open new avenues for understanding diverse destructive processes and why perpetration methods vary.

The book is divided into five distinct parts, each of which illuminates different pieces of the annihilatory forced displacement puzzle. In part 1, readers will be introduced to the DA crime concept, the DA crime typology, how it fits with existing international laws and academic literatures on atrocity crimes, and the causal pathways and variable interactions required for DA crimes. As previously noted, part 2 examines Germany’s genocide of the Herero (1904–1908) and Germany’s genocide of the Nama (1905–1908). Part 3 offers a study of the Ottoman genocide of Christian Minorities (1914–1925) and the Hamidian massacres (1894–1897). Part 4 critically assesses the wartime and postwar expulsion of German minorities from Central and Eastern Europe (1943–1950) and the Holocaust (1933–1945). Parts 2 to 4 comprise three chapters that blend structural narratives and individual perspectives from targeted populations, perpetrators, and bystanders. For each, the first (pathway) chapter provides important structural and agency-based background information about the case and lays a foundation for understanding why violence was possible. The second (atrocity) chapter focuses on how the DA crime was perpetrated and what the aftermaths of violence were and are. These two empirical chapters are organized using the causal pathways to DA crimes defined in the first two chapters of the book. The third (counter) chapter focuses on a counter-case to the DA crime and examines why different methods of atrocity were used in approximately the same spaces and times. Finally, part 5 offers forward-looking analyses on the structural possibilities for climate change–related violence and offers final thoughts with a chapter reviewing the pursuits for justice in DA crime cases explored; DA crimes as a concept and crime in international law; and knowledge implications for the study of political violence, human rights, and transitional justice.

In response to the revolt of the Herero, Germany sent its vaunted Schutztruppe, commanded by General Adrian Dietrich Lothar von Trotha, to quell the uprising of the colonized against the colonizers. When his plans to annihilate the Herero at Waterberg in August 1904 using machine guns and artillery went awry, von Trotha decided to use DA crime methods against the Herero in the Omaheke (Kalahari) Desert in German South-West Africa. He summarized his annihilatory actions against the Herero in his now-infamous 3 October 1904 Vernichtungsbefehl (extermination order), stating he wanted to “destroy them gradually.”16 Thus, the title of this book reflects the clear perpetrator intent of DA crimes: annihilation of populations through the fusion of forced displacement and systematic deprivation of vital daily needs.

Annihilatory forced displacement has for too long remained a hidden destructive process. This book begins to illuminate these types of violent processes and brings some measure of justice for crimes of the past through discourse about what was done, why, and how to understand pathways to specific forms of political violence. Thus, this study offers original and unique insights into the practices of annihilatory forced displacement and the possibilities for violence inherent in every process of displacement—a growing concern with the sustained crisis of displacement in the early twenty-first century.






Part 1
Displacement Atrocity Crimes








1
Extirpation


Understanding Annihilatory Forced Displacement


Forced displacement has been, and continues to be, one of the most widely used tactics of monarchies, authoritarian and totalitarian regimes, colonial administrations, democracies, and state and non-state actors alike to rid themselves of “problem populations.” Forced displacement has manifested in different ways across space and time. Some examples include Le Grand Dérangement (1755–1764) of the Acadians; the French expulsion of the Huguenots (1308); the Inca’s use of displacement and forcible adoption of the Quechua language and culture (1438–1533); the American Cherokee Trail of Tears (1838–1839); deportations of Chechens, Crimean Tatars, and Ingush from the Caucasus to Kirghizia and Kazakhstan (1944); and the millions of displaced in the Syrian civil war (2011–present).1 Forced displacement has been used as a tool to annihilate, homogenize, and transfer targeted populations, who are often subjected to a plethora of privations and destructive patterns.

Displacement is often weaponized during critical junctures when structures and institutions begin to falter, war and revolution occur, a new regime comes to power, or new ideas replace old ones. Societal structures do not necessarily dictate that forced displacement will occur, however, as the elite actors who reside within these structures have their own perceptions about their reality and take advantage of political opportunity structures to make violence and displacement possible. Make no mistake, though: forced displacement is a deliberate policy; it is not something that just happens. There are decisions made to displace targeted populations, with wide-ranging ramifications. The type of forced displacement chosen—and to what end—though, constitutes a complex and twisted path to violence.


Displacement Atrocity Crimes

The displacement atrocity (DA) crimes concept helps us understand why perpetrators fuse forced displacement and systematic deprivation of vital daily needs (food, water, clothing, shelter, and medical care) to destroy populations. DA crimes are defined as:


a type of killing process employed against a targeted population which uniquely fuses forced population displacement with primarily indirect deaths resulting from dislocation and systematic deprivation of vital daily needs. The killing process exploits various geographies to annihilate populations in whole or in part.2



To understand these crimes, it is necessary to frame annihilatory practices as processes, not events.3 By doing so, it is possible to understand the violent act of displacement as unfolding violent persecutions across space and time. In the context of the DA crime concept, forced displacement is defined as forcible removal from one’s home against one’s will by a perpetrating group. Targeted populations are uprooted and intentionally kept moving to accelerate their deaths using indirect methods. In all cases analyzed in this book, groups were intentionally placed outside “the circle of people with reciprocal obligations to protect each other.”4 Once outside this circle, killing became possible. In these forgotten genocides, to borrow from René Lemarchand,5 indirect killing became just as destructive as direct killing schemes.

The rapid and lethally potent combination of deprivation expedited through movement is immensely destructive. Indirect killing methods, based on systematic deprivation of vital daily needs (food, water, clothing, shelter, and medical care), are particularly brutal. The human body is incredibly fragile and, under the best circumstances of hydration and rest, can potentially survive for thirty to sixty days without food.6 Without potable water, the human body will deteriorate in a matter of a few short days.7 When vital daily needs are denied and targeted populations are made to march, the number of days the body can survive decreases dramatically due to continual physical exertion compounded with mental anguish. Exposure to extreme weather conditions can also significantly further the destructive potency of indirect killing methods. In effect, movement and exposure accelerate killing rates from processes like exhaustion, dehydration, and starvation, meaning that perpetrators of DA crimes can inflict enormous death rates upon targeted populations.

Despite their destructive outcomes, indirect killing methods have been missing from public memory of atrocities. Scenes of thousands marching to their deaths are horrific but are usually treated as a footnote or corollary to jarring direct killing atrocities with their landscapes of extermination at notorious places like Auschwitz-Birkenau.8 Helen Fein identified the use of indirect killing methods in the Warsaw ghetto, Cambodia, and Sudan in a theoretical breakthrough in genocide studies in response to the direct killing paradigm to shed light on overlooked cases and methods of atrocities.9 Fein conceptualizes atrocities perpetrated through “attrition” (indirect) methods as the clear precursors to the DA crime concept. Perpetrators do not use physical tools like gas, blade, or bullet to kill. Instead, perpetrators actively deprive targeted populations of their vital daily needs to destroy them gradually.10 Perpetrators use a variety of methods to indirectly kill populations, some of the most prominent being intentional starvation, dehydration, and infection with diseases.11 The straightforward overexposure to the natural world’s elements—heat, cold, wind, precipitation, and the like—can be enough to cause the human body to deteriorate rapidly.

In DA crime processes, the use of forced displacement is often made possible through the threat of direct killing, with perpetrators often compelling targeted populations to walk to their deaths with little hope of survival. Direct killing can be understood as mass executions using bullets; blunt force trauma or fatal cuts using handheld instruments; and infliction of fatal cruel and unusual punishments, such as electrocution, forced drowning, and vivisection.12 Direct killing methods are associated with a short time span of killing—perpetrators using these methods kill their targets nearly instantaneously.13 Direct killing requires a clear physical action by perpetrators, which kills targets immediately. All these elements are present in cases of DA crimes but constitute secondary or tertiary killing methods to the primary indirect method of displacement fused with deprivation.


A Typology of Displacement Atrocity Crimes

There are four subtypes of the DA crimes concept, which are visually represented in table 1.1. Perpetrators use land and organize forced displacement of targeted populations in one of two ways: area squared (kettling DA crimes) or linear distance (escorting DA crimes). Additionally, DA crimes are perpetrated with either genocidal (crime of genocide) or non-genocidal (crimes against humanity and war crimes) intent, as defined in international law.

Table 1.1

A Typology of Displacement Atrocity Crimes




	
	Genocidal intent

	Non-genocidal intent






	Kettling displacement atrocity crimes

	Germany’s genocide of the Herero (1904–1908)

	Potential climate violence in the 21st century




	Escorting displacement atrocity crimes

	The Ottoman genocide of Christian minorities (1914–1925)

	The expulsion of Germans from Central and Eastern Europe (1943–1950)








Area Squared: Kettling Displacement Atrocity Crimes

Kettling DA crimes classify perpetrators’ uses of a political geography in terms of area squared (measured in kilometers squared). Kettling crimes occur when perpetrators displace populations into large geographies and do not allow them to escape from the annihilation zone. This subtype takes its name from the riot police tactic of shepherding protesters into an area and denying their escape.14 In kettling DA crimes, perpetrators create a policy of continual displacement in a geographic zone coupled with systematic deprivation of vital daily needs to destroy populations. When perpetrators and targets come into contact, direct violence is used to force the displaced back into the cordoned-off annihilation zone and away from escape. Thus, perpetrators and targets infrequently come into contact with each other, typically only when perpetrators drive the displaced farther into the annihilation zone or the displaced attempt to escape or relent. Anyone who tries to escape the cordon is either killed using direct methods or arrested and transferred to annihilation facilities. Sporadic direct killing enforces the cordon around the annihilation zone and compels the displaced to continually exert themselves through movement. The displaced always search for escape routes from the annihilation zone but in many cases are unsuccessful. The hope for escape contributes to the destruction of the group, gradually creating an impossible catch-22: if the displaced remain stationary, they will have no chance of survival or escape; but if they continue to move and try to find an escape, the physical and mental exhaustion from the movement accelerates their destruction. In short, perpetrators of kettling DA crimes use direct force as a threat to continually displace populations. Once the displaced are in the death zone, they are kept there through kettling tactics. Kettling crimes are extremely flexible and can be perpetrated in numerous geographical areas, although they generally require a large land base, like a desert.



Linear Distance: Escorting Displacement Atrocity Crimes

Another subtype is called escorting DA crimes. Perpetrators of escorting DA crimes exploit long linear distances (measured in kilometers) to destroy targeted populations using death marches. This linear distance does not necessarily have to be a straight line on a map but amounts to a meandering annihilation line. Perpetrators marry forced marches over long linear distances with systematic deprivation to create an extremely potent annihilatory practice. Typically, the displaced are escorted by armed perpetrators who use direct violence (actual or implied) to enforce compliance with the creation and sustainment of caravans of annihilation. Direct killing is used to compel the displaced to keep moving, and attempted escape from or falling behind these caravans is met with immediate force. This at once expedites the speed of the caravan and induces other members to keep moving in the hopes they might survive the death march—though in reality most are marching to their doom. This type of killing requires significantly more sustained perpetrator-target contact, but the primary methods of destruction remain indirect killing. In a way, the escorting subtype is perhaps more mentally destabilizing for perpetrators and targeted populations due to their close contact over the course of the forced march. Bargaining and abuse, sexual exploitation and assault, and a brutal fusion of indirect and direct killing processes over the course of the displacement itself are common. Escorting crimes require vast distances, which can hypothetically be achieved even in smaller countries if the displaced are force-marched in many different directions. Cities and towns may offer refuge to targets of displacements or provide areas for resistance efforts. However, so long as a population is united against targeted populations, there will be no chances for or offers of third-party assistance and resistance.



Genocidal Displacement Atrocity Crimes

The United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG, 9 December 1948) and the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court (17 July 1998) define genocide in the following way:

For the purpose of this Statute, “genocide” means any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such:

(a)   Killing members of the group;

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

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

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

(e)   Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.15

The UNCG does not necessarily capture the complexities of the genocide crime and concept Lemkin originally hoped for and scholars have since expanded on.16 However, the existing definition has been the standard since 1948, and genocide case law particularly in the 1990s began to clarify some of the outstanding issues with this definition. Some issues of great importance are questions of what constitutes genocidal intent, what groups are protected under the genocide convention, and what methods of atrocity can be considered genocidal given the restrictions of the definition.

One of the most important components of genocide that separates it from other crimes is the dolus specialis of génocidaires.17 The threshold of proving genocidal intent is identifying the intention to destroy individual members of the group (not atomized individuals) and to carry out this destruction of individuals for the purpose of further destroying the group in whole or in part.18 To destroy members of a group is a crime, but to destroy members of a group because of their group membership is genocide. This is the line that separates genocide as the crime of crimes. Genocide is a crime perpetrated against groups by individuals, and a state or government cannot be found guilty of genocide.19 Thus, for DA crimes to be genocidal, there needs to be proof of

1.   a targeted population to be defined as a national, ethnical, racial or religious group;

2.   a special intent (dolus specialis) to destroy that group in whole or in part;

3.   constitutive DA crime actions (actus reus) defined under Article II.

Another key element of the UNCG is the rigid classification of only four protected groups: national, ethnical, racial, and religious. While Lemkin originally offered broad social constructivist definitions of the groups that should be protected, the UNCG is extremely limited, as it excludes social, political, and economic groups. Part of the reason for this is that the UNCG was a minimal political agreement negotiated soon after the Holocaust and the Second World War, and the victorious powers did not want the convention to be turned on them for their own diverse genocidal processes against various groups. Despite its rigid definitions, there is an ongoing debate about the scope of what it means to be a member of a group. Larry May argues that individuals are members of many groups at the same time, that distinctions among groups are often not as clear-cut as the UNCG insinuates, and that groups exist beyond the groups identified in the UNCG—ultimately leading him to conclude that the convention should be definitionally revisited in the future.20 In contrast, William Schabas defends the exclusivity of the UNCG and argues that there must be a semblance of uniformity across time in the law.21 Schabas believes that making genocide a simple “group” crime, where any group could be targeted, could lead to situations in which groups that have no real objective existence may assert a victimhood of genocide despite their nonexistence in reality. Overall, Schabas prefers to incorporate tangible groups—that is, those that can be clearly seen.22 While efforts to expand the UNCG should be lauded as tactics of genocide prevention, the current international legal definition protects only the four groups named in the convention, though room for the expansion of protected groups exists.23

Finally, despite Lemkin’s best efforts to have an expansive list of crimes that constitute genocide, the UNCG lists only five constitutive elements of the crime of genocide.24 Any one of the subsections of Article II of the convention is sufficient for an indictment on charges of genocide—that is, not all need to be met in order to reach the threshold for a charge of genocide.25 The methods outlined in the convention are based in large part on biological destruction. However, the forcible transfer of children begins to focus on cultural destruction. While the UNCG is precise in what can be considered genocide, the list of killing methods is mostly limited to biological destruction. DA crimes fit within these understandings and could be best defined by international law as genocide under Article II(c), which specifies “deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part.” Additionally, DA crimes are also a related practice to “killing members of the group” (a), “causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group” (b), “imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group” (d), and “forcibly transferring children of the group to another group” (e). Thus, DA crimes neatly fit within the framework of existing genocide law. While the UNCG is riddled with problems, it is largely accepted by the scholarly community as at least a starting point for defining genocide.26



Non-Genocidal Displacement Atrocity Crimes

Non-genocidal atrocity crimes are defined broadly as crimes against humanity and war crimes. These types of crimes do not reflect atrocities of less severity compared to genocide. Instead, all should be viewed as being equal in severity: an atrocity is simply an atrocity. Crimes against humanity and war crimes have long definitional histories, dating back to before the “genocide” term and well after the UNCG and DA crimes fit within contemporary understandings of both, as defined in the Rome Statute. DA crimes can be considered crimes against humanity in times of peace or war, or war crimes during times of war in both international and non-international settings. What is required to prove for both crimes against humanity and war crimes is an individual’s prior knowledge or directing of an attack against a civilian population and the actual criminal actions themselves. If this can be accomplished, then the constitutive acts of DA crimes can be found to be atrocities in international law.


Crimes against Humanity. Conceptually, the label “crimes against humanity” was first used to describe Belgian exploitative violence against enslaved and colonized Africans in the rubber trade in the Belgian Congo (approximately 1885–1908) by American George Washington Williams—a soldier, politician, and scholar.27 The term appeared in the Turkish courts-martial of 1919 to describe annihilatory practices of the Young Turk regime in the Ottoman Empire against Christian minorities.28 Crimes against humanity resurfaced in the Nuremberg and Tokyo charters to punish Nazi and Japanese criminal actions during the Second World War.29 In the 1990s, the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) and the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) used crimes against humanity as an indictable offense in both areas.30 Today, the Rome Statute offers a universal definition of crimes against humanity based on all these previous uses of the term.31

Article 7(1) of the Rome Statute defines “crime against humanity” as “any of the following acts when committed as part of a widespread or systematic attack directed against any civilian population, with knowledge of the attack.”32 To prove individual criminal responsibility for a crime against humanity, a prosecutor must establish that an individual had prior knowledge of an attack against any civilian population or group and that they actively aided or participated in this widespread or systematic attack.33 This somewhat lower intent threshold makes crimes against humanity more straightforward to prosecute at the international level when compared to crimes of genocide.34

The constitutive actions denoting crimes against humanity that overlap with DA crime processes are found in Article 7(1): (a) murder, (b) extermination, (d) deportation or forcible transfer of population, (e) imprisonment or other severe deprivation of physical liberty in violation of fundamental rules of international law, (f) torture, (g) sexual violence, (h) persecution of an identifiable group, (i) enforced disappearance of persons, and (k) other inhumane acts causing serious suffering and injury to body and mind.35 As with genocide, any one of these constitutive elements is sufficient for an indictment on charges of crimes against humanity. However, conceptually, it is important to understand the interrelationships among annihilatory practices in DA crimes. Deportation is central to the perpetration of DA crimes, although this is always linked with what could be defined as murder and extermination (through deprivation of vital daily needs expedited through movement), as well as the persecution of an identifiable group. All these actions cause serious bodily and mental harm and typically involve the disappearance of persons, the infliction of torture and sexual violence during imprisonment, and deprivation of liberty. DA crimes can easily be defined as crimes against humanity in existing international laws.



War Crimes. Much like crimes against humanity, war crimes have been enshrined in international law and in the common vernacular. From the “just war” tradition and notions of “crimes of war,” what is and is not allowed in armed conflict has been in existence for hundreds of years.36 The four Geneva Conventions (1864, 1906, 1929, and 1949) and their additional protocols (1977 and 2005) provide clear definitions for who and what are protected people and places in armed conflicts of international and non-international characters.37 The Hague Conventions of 1899 and 1907 define acceptable and illegitimate methods of warfare, while the 1954 Hague Convention states that cultural properties cannot be willfully destroy in warfare.38 Together, Geneva law, Hague law, customary international humanitarian law, and additional issue-area treaties form the backbone of the laws of armed conflict.

War crimes have been charges in various tribunals across space and time. One of the first modern efforts for justice was the trial of Henry Wirz, commander of a Confederate prisoner-of-war camp in Andersonville, Georgia, during the American Civil War.39 War crimes were defined for the Nuremberg and Tokyo trials and the ad hoc tribunals of the 1990s (ICTY and ICTR),40 the most concise definition is found in the Rome Statute (Article 8). The following expansive list of crimes applies to armed conflicts of an international character.41 Subsection (a) lists (i) willful killing, (ii) torture or inhuman treatment, (iii) willfully causing great suffering, (iv) destruction of property, and (vii) unlawful deportation or transfer or unlawful confinement as grave breaches of the Geneva Conventions. Additionally, subsection (b) lists (i) intentionally attacking civilian populations, (ii) intentionally attacking civilian properties, (vi) killing or wounding a surrendered combatant, (viii) unlawfully transferring populations, (x) physically or mentally harming persons of power, (xi) killing or treacherously wounding individuals belonging to a hostile nation or army, (xii) instituting a policy of no quarter, (xiii) unnecessarily destroying or seizing property, (xiv) abolishing the rights of individuals of a hostile nation, (xvi) pillaging, (xvii) employing poison, (xxi and xxii) committing sexual violence, and (xxv) intentionally inflicting starvation as a method of warfare against civilians as crimes.42

However, conflicts of a non-international character (civil wars, for example) have a significantly reduced list of prohibited actions for parties to the armed conflict. Subsection (c) lists (i) violence to life and person, particularly murder, mutilation, cruel treatment, and torture; (ii) sexual violence; and (iv) extrajudicial executions and rights violations as crimes in non-international conflicts.43 These types of conflicts do not include “internal disturbances and tensions, such as riots, isolated and sporadic acts of violence or other acts of a similar nature,” according to Article 8(d).44 Additional crimes as outlined in subsection (e) can include (i and ii) intentionally directing attacks against civilian populations and their properties; attacking cultural, educational, scientific, historical, or medical buildings; (vi) sexual violence; (viii) ordering the displacement of civilian populations for reasons related to the conflict; (x) declaring a policy of no quarter; (xi) torture and inhuman acts; (xii) destroying or seizing property; and (xiii and xiv) using poison. However, with conflicts of a non-international character, the government may “maintain or re-establish law and order in the State” or “defend the unity and territorial integrity of the State, by all legitimate means,” as detailed in subsection (f).45

All the crimes listed here either are directly related to DA crime processes, such as deportation, murder, deprivation of vital daily needs, and rights violations, or are corollary atrocity social practices, such as policy of no quarter, killing of elites, sexual violence, and pillaging. As with genocide and crimes against humanity, a breach of any one of the subsection laws is sufficient to pursue an indictment of an individual on charges of war crimes.




Displacement Atrocity Crimes in International Law

One of the major oversights in Lemkin’s work, the UNCG, and the Rome Statute is a lack of focus on displacement as an annihilatory practice in itself—not just a corollary or enabling act of violence. Lemkin loosely connected displacement and genocide in his discussions of the Greek genocide in the Ottoman Empire and the Mongol onslaught, but his discussions of displacement are absent a concrete link between it and genocide.46 Displacement is largely treated as a tangential outcome of atrocity processes, not part of atrocities themselves. The same could be said of the UNCG itself, in that it fails to explicitly state that displacement designed to annihilate could be considered genocide, although this is implied under Article 2(c), though the relationship has not necessarily been explored previously. The Rome Statute’s definitions of crimes against humanity and war crimes do list deportation and forcible transfers of populations as constitutive actions of those crimes, although the discreet definition of displacement as an annihilatory practice is absent.

That said, DA crimes fall within overlapping sections of atrocity crime laws.47 There is a consensus on the illegitimacy and illegality of constitutive actions of DA crimes (e.g., forcible displacement and indirect killing through systematic deprivation of vital daily needs). The constitutive elements of DA crimes already reside within existing international laws, and the identification of this killing process does not require completely new legal developments. Rather, the DA crime concept can be used to identify patterns of flagrant rights violations that can be classified legally using existing laws. It is critical to locate DA crimes in existing international legal and normative human rights frameworks to prevent, halt, and punish this unique type of atrocity process. These ideas are discussed in more detail in chapter 14, where, following fuller conceptual and empirical explorations of annihilatory forced displacement throughout the book, we see how specific criminal aspects of DA processes are engrained within the Rome Statute.




A Forced Displacement and Atrocity Nexus

The links between atrocity perpetration and forced displacement are complex and multilayered. Forced displacement has often been used as one of three distinct tactics in human rights violations: as annihilation, homogenization, or transfer.48 DA crimes represent displacement as annihilation. However, the links between atrocity perpetration and displacement can also fall under the categories of homogenization and transfer, which require examination.


Displacement as Homogenization: Ethnic Cleansing

Displacement can be used as a tool to homogenize political geographies. While ethnic cleansing and DA crimes share some similarities, they should be viewed as separate concepts. The goal of an ethnic cleansing campaign is to make multiethnic regions homogeneous through violence, though not to necessarily annihilate populations. Benjamin Lieberman offers a concise definition of ethnic cleansing: [The] removal of a group from a particular area. It is a means for forced remaking of human landscape. Definitions of ethnic cleansing do not specify the type of area from which a targeted group is to be removed, but in practice ethnic cleansing often targets groups living in border areas with mixed populations.”49 He adds, “The term can refer to the forced removal not only of ethnic groups but also of similar related groups.”50 This interpretation of ethnic cleansing is largely recognized in a similar manner in much of the scholarship. While there are differences in definitions, ethnic cleansing refers to the removal of populations using force and atrocities to render areas ethnically homogeneous.51 Criminal acts include but are not limited to forced displacement/deportation, murder, sexual violence, and torture, which can be considered war crimes, crimes against humanity, and even genocide.

A famous case of ethnic cleansing is Serbian crimes against Bosnian Muslims in Srebrenica in 1995, which were found to be genocidal by the ICTY. The ICTY found that Serbs deliberately targeted a part of the Bosnian Muslim population by concentrating their violence on Srebrenica. In July 1995, Serbs killed approximately eight thousand Bosnian men and boys and committed sexual violence and additional rights violations against women and girls particularly.52 These actions were designed to ethnically cleanse Srebrenica of its Bosnian population, the surviving members of which were forcibly transported (and some took flight on their own) to surrounding areas. During this episode, displacement was viewed as a policy goal of Serbian violence, which was designed to uproot the Bosnian community and make space for Serbs.

With this understanding of ethnic cleansing, it is possible to delineate important differences between it and DA crimes along three axes. First, perpetrators of both crimes use atrocities and violence but for vastly different ends. Perpetrators of ethnic cleansing use atrocities to compel or induce flight from a region with displacement as the end goal.53 Perpetrators of DA crimes, on the other hand, use atrocities to uproot populations and then displacement to destroy populations in whole or in part. Displacement is not an end goal of DA crimes—it is the main mechanism by which populations are destroyed. Second, the types of violence used matter significantly for distinguishing between ethnic cleansing and DA crimes. Ethnic cleansing primarily uses direct violence to compel displacement from an area.54 Direct violence is used in a ferociously short period of time, while indirect violence is not necessarily part of the plan, as the goal in ethnic cleansing is to move, not kill, populations. In contrast, DA crimes use indirect violence as an essential element of extermination plans. Third, there are differences in the timing of displacement. For ethnic cleansing operations, since perpetrators view displacement as the goal, displacement is seen as the culmination of violence, which compels targeted groups to be removed from defined geographical areas. Displacement, rather than being a sustained process, is often executed quickly to homogenize regions as fast as possible in order to achieve the goals of ethnic cleansing. DA crimes, on the other hand, use sustained displacement operations to keep targets moving and deprived of vital daily needs as long as is required to kill them via indirect methods. Displacement is not the end goal—it is a process and mechanism to achieve the end goal of population annihilation. Therefore, ethnic cleansing and DA crimes need to be considered as separate processes, with different intentions behind the use of atrocities and violence, different types of violence used, and differences in the timing of displacement.



Displacement as Transfer: Stationary Killing Centers

Forced displacement has always been central to the perpetration of atrocities, whether they are intended to destroy groups biologically or culturally through direct or indirect methods. For perpetrators, the removal of populations from their homes is required for many mass killing programs. The home is in many ways a castle: it is central to the family, is the center of their identity, and provides security.55 When targeted populations are removed from their homes, the opportunities for resistance and humanitarian relief are significantly reduced. The removal from home allows “perpetrators to engage in direct and indirect killing programmes away from population centers, where they can have total hegemony over targeted populations and the machineries of annihilation can be constructed in concentrated sites.”56 For example, in campaigns of direct biological destruction, forced displacement is used to transfer targeted populations to stationary killing centers and to make targeted populations more susceptible to annihilatory practices. The most glaring example of this is the Holocaust. Millions of targeted populations were transferred to stationary killing centers and were annihilated by the Nazis’ machineries of destruction.

Transfer is also particularly central to the perpetration of indirect biological killing programs. One such type of program is called genocide by attrition, a type of killing process first identified by Helen Fein.57 In her 1997 article, Fein argued for a deeper understanding of Article 2(c) of the UNCG: the clause referring to the creation of systematic conditions to destroy a group. Before Fein’s article, most atrocity scholarship was overly focused on direct killing, and Fein revolutionized the field by arguing for understanding indirect killing as well.58 In the Warsaw ghetto, Jews were concentrated and deprived of vital daily needs; in Cambodia, the cities were emptied and citizens were worked to death; and in Sudan, human-caused famine caused mass death among civilian populations.59 For Sheri Rosenberg, “Genocide by attrition essentially describes a slow process of annihilation that reflects the unfolding phenomenon of the mass killing of a protected group rather than the immediate unleashing of violent death.”60

Fein did not draw distinctions between stationary attrition or attrition during displacement, but two later scholars, Rosenberg and Everita Silina, did begin to examine this difference. Rosenberg and Silina argued that displacement is used to “create an insecure environment in which other eliminatory acts flourish.”61 This is problematic in relation to DA crimes because it relegates displacement to a secondary measure in attrition crimes, not the primary weapon used against populations to commit atrocities. Thus, while elements of genocide by attrition—such as systematic deprivation of daily needs—occur during DA crimes, the act of displacement itself is of primary importance in the latter but not the former. In addition, authors using the attrition crime concept do not explicitly explore the effects of displacement on targeted populations.62 The problems with previous approaches to attrition methods are clear in treatment of the Ottoman genocide of Armenians, Greeks, and Assyrians. The processes of displacement against Christian minorities were not just movements of groups from one point (their homes) to another, inhospitable territory (Der Zor), during which massacres frequently occurred; rather, the displaced were subjected to a potent mixture of constant exertion through movement, with deprivation of vital daily needs killing many thousands during movement, not only upon arrival.63 Thus, the genocide by attrition concept is more adept at explaining displacement to a concentration center where attrition crimes occur than it is explaining the displacement process as an integral element of atrocity perpetration.

Overall, genocide by attrition occupies a space that focuses on attrition in stationary killing centers, which allows perpetrators to concentrate targeted populations and the tools of destruction for centralized annihilatory practices. In addition, forced displacement provides these perpetrators with a way to focus on sections of targeted populations and annihilate them one by one. DA crimes occupy a conceptual space that explicitly focuses on the act of displacement as a primary method of atrocity perpetration. During DA crimes, targeted populations are deprived of their rights in direct concert with forced displacement and systematic deprivation. The indirect killing methods identified by early authors on genocide by attrition are significant influences on understandings of indirect killing during DA crimes, though the two concepts explain different annihilatory phenomena.

Lastly, cultural destruction is often predicated on the transfer of targeted populations to stationary killing centers. While these centers may not be designed to biologically destroy members of groups, they are designed to kill what it means to be a member of a group; for Andrew Woolford, this is “ontological destruction.”64 The best example of this is the Canadian Indian residential school (IRS) system. Indigenous children were forcibly sent to IRS institutions as well as separate-though-similar day schools to disrupt the reproduction of Indigeneity from parent to child.65 Children were controlled in an absolute manner by religious school leaders (Catholics and various Protestant denominations actively participated) and were not allowed to speak their Indigenous languages or keep their Indigenous names; in fact, their names were even changed to Eurocentric names. Canada transferred children from their parents and home communities to these IRS institutions where children could be isolated, indoctrinated, and effectively transferred from one group to another—perpetrating genocide. This was made possible using forced displacement away from the very thing that Canada attempted to kill: Indigenous ways of life, practices, knowledge, and identities.66

These uses of displacement to transfer targeted populations contrast starkly with DA crimes. The transfer of populations to stationary killing centers is an important intermediary step in the atrocity perpetration process. If perpetrators intend to kill their targets at stationary centers, they must transfer targeted populations there in order to subject them to the machineries of violence. By transferring targeted populations to designated killing zones, perpetrators can concentrate the resources of annihilation to inflict the maximum amount of death possible on targets in as little time and space as possible. This is a clear contrast to DA crimes, where the displacement process itself is the primary mechanism through which death is inflicted, not a penultimate process.



A Forced Displacement and Atrocity Nexus

DA crimes are conceptually necessary to explain why perpetrators use displacement and systematic deprivation to destroy populations, as the other concepts do not have the precise explanatory power that DA crimes possess. Ethnic cleansing and genocide by attrition explain different killing methods—the homogenization of specific political geographies and concentration and destruction via indirect methods, respectively. The addition of DA crimes to existing literatures rounds out a nexus of forced displacement that can be used to help identify past, present, and future patterns of atrocity and human rights violations during times of peace or war and across space and time.




Displacement Atrocity Crimes

DA crimes are devastating forms of annihilatory practices that have gone understudied for too long. The goal of this type of criminality is to annihilate targeted populations through the unique fusion of forced displacement and systematic deprivation to create potent indirect killing systems. Perpetrators can engage in these political acts by exploiting large areas or long linear distances and can be genocidal or non-genocidal in intent. These understandings of DA crimes allow for fuller conceptualizations of the interrelationship between forced displacement and atrocity perpetration patterns across space and time. Chapter 2 operationalizes this knowledge and offers a formal theory of DA crimes focused on the specific variable interactions required along uncovered causal pathways to create this type of annihilatory political phenomena.
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A Theory of Displacement Atrocity Crimes


The theory of DA (displacement atrocity) crimes presented here is based on (1) the typology and subtypes of the crime and (2) the causal pathways to DA crimes. Causal pathways are important and powerful explanatory and predictive powers to help explain why political phenomena have occurred in the past and present and to predict where they might manifest in the future. For DA crimes, this means understanding which variable interactions cause perpetrators to fuse forced displacement and systematic deprivation in order to destroy targeted populations in whole or in part. The uncovered causal pathways can also be used as a blueprint for holding perpetrators accountable by reconstructing their actions and viewing them through the DA crime lens.

Central to the DA crime causal pathways are the interplays between material and ideational variables, as well as structure and agency. Too often in social scientific theories, like those that dominated the international relations theory field over the past century, there has been an unnecessary dichotomy between material and ideational variables. Material variables, favored by traditional and structuralist theorists, are those that are based in the objective material world, such as gross domestic product, military power of regular and irregular armed forces, and technological advances.1 Ideational variables, favored by constructivists and other critical theorists, are based in the socially constructed world and in interpretation, such as the influence of ideas, political clout, ideology, and hatred.2 While established theories typically rely on one set of variables or the other, the DA crime theory is built on a harmonization of both, occupying space as a middle-range theory in political violence that explains why a specific form of violence (DA crimes) occur or do not occur.3 This type of harmonization more accurately reflects the dynamic interplays of structure, agency, and contingency in the real world.
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FIGURE 2.1 A Causal Pathway to Displacement Atrocity Crimes


The causal pathway can be categorized into five stages: geography, structural opportunities for DA crimes, decision to commit DA crimes, making DA crimes possible, and DA crimes. All variables in this pathway combine to create patterns of annihilatory forced displacement. No single variable or stage is sufficient for DA crimes to take place. DA crimes require the full constellation of variables to create annihilatory forced displacement processes. Thus, if all variables are fulfilled (represented by “Yes” in figure 2.1), then DA crimes can occur. These pathways do not deterministically bind actors to certain policies but do influence and constrain the policy choices actors can make in a path-dependent sense. If any of the variables go unfulfilled (represented by “No” in figure 2.1), DA crimes cannot occur. Perpetrator regimes may select a different method of atrocity, or atrocities may not occur at all.


Pathways to Displacement Atrocity Crimes

The variable constellations within the five stages of DA crimes combine to fulfill the “switches” necessary to make DA crimes possible. In German South-West Africa, the Ottoman Empire, and Central and Eastern Europe, the five stages of DA crime processes were all fulfilled and annihilatory practices took root. Following is an examination of the constellation of variables that lead to DA crimes. Within the list, material variables are marked with a single asterisk (*) and ideational variables are marked with two asterisks (**) to demonstrate the necessary interplay between the two types of variable sets.


Geography*

Geography—particularly political geography4—is the most important initial variable in the pathways to DA crimes. If perpetrators do not have political sovereignty and territorial integrity (control) over a geography large enough to be weaponized against displaced persons, then DA crimes are not possible. Perpetrators must achieve political hegemony of a geographical area suitable for DA crimes, as this allows perpetrators to prevent or contain resistance and control the dispossessed during displacement. Targeted populations will typically be displaced away from cosmopolitan centers and toward less inhabited or inhospitable regions in order to kill targeted populations.

DA crimes can be perpetrated in diverse settings, which should be understood broadly. The most logical setting for DA crimes is a large, minimally inhabited area.5 Minimally inhabited lands have a small distribution of humans on a vast land base. Perpetrators exploit these huge land areas to commit egregious acts of evil. However, perpetrators never commit crimes fully away from populated areas. The Ottoman genocide of Christian minorities in what is now Turkey and the expulsion of Germans across East and Central Europe perfectly demonstrate this, as perpetrators committed atrocities in front of many bystanders in towns and cities—their acquiescence or agreement with crimes overrode reasons to displace targeted populations elsewhere. Therefore, the only main geographical requirement for DA crimes is a land base that can be exploited for displacing populations and marching them to their deaths.

Ascertaining specific distance or area values that are best for DA crimes is difficult due to the flexibility of this type of crime. DA crimes cannot be perpetrated on a football field, within the confines of a city, or in a small state. Of course, perpetrators could forcibly march targeted populations around a track relentlessly, but other genocide by attrition conditions would have to be in place for this to occur, specifically the concentration of targeted populations to a small, confined area where they could be controlled. Without a sizable land base, DA crimes are significantly less likely to be committed, as another form of annihilation will be selected. The climate and flora and fauna of the geography for DA crimes also matter, though less so than the size of the land base. Harsher climates are those that experience more extreme weather patterns, temperatures, aridness, and general inhospitableness. These climates are not conducive to human survival. Harsher climates are particularly well-suited for DA crimes because targeted populations cannot easily forage for supplies during displacement processes, further denying the displaced any sort of sustenance for their degrading bodies. The distribution of towns and cities in geographical areas also heavily dictates deportation patterns. These settlements play multiple roles in DA crimes: they are places from where targeted populations need to be uprooted; places of potential resistance that need to be avoided; and terminals for displacement caravans, slave laborers, and sex trafficking. The presence of cities does not necessarily negate the possibility of DA crimes, as populations who accept or encourage annihilatory practices will not resist against their implementation, but cities and towns that need to be pacified or are centers of resistance are always avoided during planning of displacement areas or routes.

In short, the geographic condition can be satisfied if perpetrators control a territory that is large enough for DA crimes to be perpetrated. Other geographical elements, such as a rough terrain or an extreme climate, are not necessary for DA crimes, though they do aid in perpetration by increasing the lethality of exposure. The displaced can be exposed to extreme climates and weather systems that can degrade their bodies faster, though the temporal aspect of prolonged exposure and movement over long distances are more important to DA crime perpetration.



Structural Opportunities for Displacement Atrocity Crimes

DA crimes require certain sociopolitical conditions for annihilatory practices to take root. There must be clear demarcations made between perpetrators and the targeted. There are always two, if not more, groups involved in DA crimes: in-groups (perpetrators) and out-groups (targeted populations).6 Members of the in-group include everyone from elite-level perpetrators to the populations they claim to speak for and the populations who are not being targeted. Members of the out-group are targeted for annihilatory practices based on some form of demographic distinctions (described in the following sections). However, these differences alone do not make DA crimes possible. More specifically, the out-group must be weaker in power than the in-group, and there must be intergroup sociopolitical grievances and immediate triggers or upheavals to allow for fomenting hatred and social exclusions to turn toward annihilatory practices. Like most atrocity processes, DA crimes require the division of society into in-groups—individuals who will not be subjected to atrocities, as well as those who will actually perpetrate the atrocities—and out-groups—those who will be subjected to atrocity.7


Group Difference Construction.** One of the most important variables of DA crimes is group difference construction. The socially constructed process of making in-groups and out-groups is vital to distinguishing targeted populations from the broader polity.8 Without the construction of group differences based on any number of tangible or intangible traits, perpetrators would simply have no one to target. Creating demographic distinctions can be rooted in a variety of constructed differences, including but not limited to race, ethnicity, nationality, religion, Indigeneity, economic class, social group, ability, sexual orientation, gender identity, and political conviction—in other words, any identity that can be used to divide and classify people into unequal sectors of society. The social norm is peace among distinct groups; therefore, present group differences are insufficient in helping to incite violence.9 However, it takes a special sort of vitriol and demonization of a certain group to aid in fostering atrocity. Differences must be articulated in private and public spaces and must have some normative meaning attached; while it is insufficient to say that a group is different, it is sufficient to say that because a group is different, the rights of individual members and the group are negated or should be violated. Through processes of “othering” and segregation, perpetrators isolate targeted populations. These processes place targeted populations outside normal spheres of reciprocal obligations and into zones where violence against them is possible and permissible.10 The construction of differences is insufficient, though necessary, for DA crimes to occur.



Asymmetric Power Distribution.* Constructed targeted populations must have less hard and soft power than do perpetrator groups. Hard power includes but is not limited to military materiel, economic resources/influence, and ability to alter political trajectories through coercion. Soft power refers to the ability to alter political trajectories through co-optation, which includes appeals to shared cultures, histories, or credibility. With these tools of power projection, perpetrators may impose their wills on societies and remake them through violence. DA crime perpetrators must possess a monopoly on the use of violence within the geography to impose their will on targeted populations without difficulty. Targeted populations are disempowered through political, economic, and social exclusion from important institutions of governance, state capacity, and equality. In their place, systems of discrimination and inequality drive more pronounced wedges between the in-group and the out-group.11 Power asymmetries mean that perpetrators can prevent or crush resistance efforts from targeted populations and can also ensure that no targeted populations can escape during displacement. Without power asymmetries, DA crimes are impossible to perpetrate due to the large flows of human beings that large-scale displacements necessarily entail.



Intergroup Grievances.** Intergroup grievances further cleavages between asymmetrically powered demographic groups. Grievances are typically based on some sort of shared historical experiences among perpetrators and targeted populations, though these experiences are vastly different for each group. Cleavages exist within shared experiences, meaning in-groups experienced a process differently than the out-group—as what they believe to be a disadvantage. As such, grievances offer in-groups socially constructed reasons—often not based in fact—to hate out-groups (or decline to intervene and thus stand by while atrocities are committed). These hatreds often manifest as the ostracization and dehumanization of out-groups. “Hate” is one of the most hotly debated essentially contested concepts, as it means different things to different people in different times—and there is no consensus.12 Modern conceptions of hate, however, are based on viewing this “affective phenomena” as involving a range of emotions with various manifestations throughout space and time, which can profoundly alter political landscapes.13 Individuals define and internalize hate in various ways, though to hate generally means to harbor antipathies against something/someone for some reason(s)—whether these reasons are grounded in true and legitimate grievances or are contrived for more sinister ends.14

For the DA crime theory, hatred is understood as an emotion and a structural set of data. Hate is at once both emotional (which can create but not sustain violence) and institutional, with its own internal logics that are individually rationalized, such as discrimination, humiliation, and fear. These logics can color emotion and sustain violence.15 One could simultaneously emotionally feel fear, and because of that fear rationally create plans to annihilate the “other”—groups identified and singled out by perpetrators as scapegoats or causes of decline, humiliation, and potential loss. Hatred on its own is clearly not enough to cause atrocities, but hatred is a potent weapon to silence regime critics and build in-group solidarity against an out-group. Complete dispassionate rationality should not be assigned to elite perpetrators, as their fears, perceptions, and biases inform their politically violent programs. Elite perpetrators in all cases of this book exhibit both emotional hatred and rational calculations for the destruction of targeted out-groups. Taken together, emotion and rationality can mutually reinforce each other as reciprocal systems of emotions and ideas that engrain discrimination against the out-group, legitimizing and furthering processes of othering.

Grievances are socially constructed understandings of contested histories and present eras, which can be obfuscated to create animosities between or among groups. These animosities can include processes like colonialism, economic inequality and disempowerment, societal dissatisfaction, identity competitions, hatred, and other “wedge” issues. The loss of land, the loss of economic livelihoods, and macro-processes of imperial/societal decline can all create real or constructed grievances between groups. One of the most potent grievances perpetrator groups can construct involves issues of legitimacy and which groups deserve to live in a new imagined community—that is, a socially constructed polity moving through space and time together.16 Grievances are important, as they provide opportunities for perpetrators to dehumanize targets and are necessary for fomenting divisionism. Grievances offer tangible or intangible justifications to hate populations for specific reasons.



Sociopolitical Upheavals.** Sociopolitical upheavals are necessary in the sense that they are more immediate triggers to violence. Whereas grievances represent historical processes that have manifested into reasons to hate, sociopolitical upheavals put those reasons into contemporary perspective. They are the final straws that form important structural opportunities for violence. Sociopolitical upheavals include protracted events like coups and revolutions, economic downturns, changes in political power structures, rights violations, and other proposed policies that threaten to compound previous grievances into extremely negative outcomes for either targets or perpetrators. Sociopolitical upheavals cause actors to rethink their current institutional structures and imagine new ones, creating uncertainties in individual and group futures. These uncertainties can lead to the belief that if long-standing problems with targeted populations are not solved, then the in-group may suffer (fears of destruction). Eras of uncertainty and upheaval become fertile soil in which the seeds of violence can be grown.17 Actors can form new institutions, degrade old ones, or implement annihilatory practices. This is a key moment for perpetrators, as it offers them the opportunity to seize power and remake society in the way they want to. Sociopolitical upheavals provide elite actors with the keys to remake society; whether they choose to do so is entirely a matter of contingency.



Structural Opportunities for Displacement Atrocity Crimes. The structural opportunities for violence created by group differences and grievances mean that latent or new hatreds can arise and become primary social ordering principles. It is difficult to get people to hate one another, but once people do express hatred, getting them to move from hatred to violence is a small step. This is especially true when there are power asymmetries between/among groups, which provide a structural opportunity for a majority in-group to impose violence on a minority out-group—or a powerful minority to impose violence on a weak majority. What provides the ability to impose violence are sociopolitical upheavals. These eras of change allow for violent solutions to uncertain problems to take root.




The Decision to Commit Displacement Atrocity Crimes**

Imagining communities is a process not only of nation making but also of nation unmaking.18 Questions regarding who should rightfully belong in a territory are potent sentiments that create possibilities for violent solutions. Perpetrators can identify their targets and sell the legitimacy of violence against targeted populations to the constructed in-group through differences, grievances, and upheavals. Elite actors making the decision to commit atrocities is made possible by structures, but it is the decisions of individual agents to commit violence that is the immediate trigger for atrocities. Given their situations and subsequent responses, perpetrators often construct out-groups as an existential threat to their in-group and make the case that the subhuman targeted populations must not only be excluded but annihilated to make their political geography safe.19

The most important group of perpetrators to examine is elite actors.20 They hold the political decision-making power in society and can instruct forces of annihilation to unleash themselves from the restraining shackles of dignity and human rights to attack targeted populations. Elite actors live within historically contingent processes, create and manipulate political systems, develop and carry ideologies and hatreds, and have the power to impose their vision of society on a political geography. While it is important to understand general societal trends that make DA crimes structurally possible, these are, analogously speaking, only the bullets loaded into the gun. It is the elite actors who choose to pull the trigger. In fact, it is the perpetrators who construct the firearm for the bullets in the first place. Elite actors are not merely bound within the institutions of their times and spaces. They are architects of annihilation in their own right, as they can hijack existing institutions and structures. They can also impose their own institutions and institutionalized discourses and beliefs on their societies. One institutional weakness elite perpetrators can exploit is the marked lack of focus on punishing forced displacement in international law. Thus, as a less criticized mechanism of atrocity, elites may use the lack of conceptual and legal clarity on annihilatory forced displacement to their advantage and obfuscate their intent and actions as they relate to targeted populations. Atrocities left unpunished pave roads for future atrocities.

Maureen Hiebert argues that elite perpetrators initiate three “switches,” leading them to believe genocide as a rational and necessary action. Switch one deals with perpetrators viewing targeted populations as foreigners,21 but even more broadly this could be understood as perpetrators creating clear dividing lines between themselves and those they wish to target for annihilation. In switch two, perpetrators construct targeted populations as mortal threats to their perpetrator in-group existence.22 Once perpetrators believe that the very existence of the targets threatens their own state of being, they begin to conceptualize themselves as being locked in an epic struggle for existence, as under possible threat of foreign intervention, and view themselves as pure and the targets as somehow “diseased” and in need of being exorcised, like a cancerous tumor from the body.23 Switch three involves the dehumanization of targeted populations to make violence possible and permissible. Perpetrators are not deterministically forced to view other social groups as enemies, but historically contingent events and processes can lead perpetrators to a path of violence—it is a choice whether to trigger genocide, not a predetermined outcome.

It is necessary for elite actors to decide to weaponize societal processes and destroy targeted populations in whole or in part, but this decision is only one piece of the DA crime puzzle. Perpetrators must decide to exploit geography in particular ways to annihilate targeted populations through movement and deprivation. This decision can either be premeditated or be a function of contingent processes. Premediated decisions to displace targeted populations and deprive them of vital daily needs is best exhibited in the Ottoman Empire, Central and Eastern Europe, and potential future climate-degraded zones. Through contingent historical processes, perpetrators learn how to annihilate populations through DA crimes. Denying vital daily needs will undoubtedly kill populations; this is an undeniable human truth. Perpetrators, as will be demonstrated in later chapters, exhibit a learning process in DA crime perpetration. Perpetrators are the ones who decide that the time is right for atrocities when the target group is weak, and they believe that atrocities can be accomplished in serious and impactful ways. They implement their schemes not through some ultra vires act but through the co-optation of state mechanisms and societal powers to annihilate—including the law. Generally, political elites decide to use displacement as a tactic to remove populations from one area and kill many through deliberate action and negligence during displacement using indirect methods. This decision may be premeditated, as in the Ottoman case, or may be contingent, as in the Herero case. Conceptually, this means that DA crimes can be implemented from the beginning of atrocity processes and can also be a function of contingent events, used as cost-effective killing methods against targeted populations. Thus, sometimes the incidence of perpetrators learning to use DA crimes is entirely contingent on geographical and historical circumstances, other methods of violence failing, a desire to create layers of deniability, or the need for a last-best resort method of atrocity. For some perpetrators, when many other atrocity methods are unviable for some reason or another, DA crimes may still exist as a potent tool to annihilation populations. All these ideas will be developed throughout the cases in this book.

What is clear, though, is that DA crimes are perpetrated largely due to contingency. For example, it was historically contingent that the Herero were able to escape the German lines toward the Omaheke Desert at the Battle of Waterberg. It was also historically contingent that the Great War allowed the Committee of Union and Progress to construct Christian minorities as internal enemies. The end of the Second World War and the creation of new, homogeneous nation-states in Europe made it possible for anti-Germanism and nationalism to take root and cause a victor’s violence. Historically contingent processes are unpredictable, and actor decision-making and manipulation create opportunities for DA crimes. By annihilating populations through displacement, perpetrators were able to keep their in-group “safe” from the out-groups’ supposed existential threat. Targeted populations became victims due to structural processes that led to their dehumanization, isolation, and disempowerment as well as historically contingent triggers for atrocity. These processes are explored in later chapters.



Making Displacement Atrocity Crimes Possible


Sociopolitical Disruption.* An incredibly crucial step that must take place before DA crimes can be implemented is the sociopolitical disruption of targeted populations. If elite actors are central to the decision to commit atrocities, the establishment and maintenance of annihilatory practices, and the encouragement of populations to remake society, then elite actors from targeted populations are central to disrupting annihilatory practices. By killing or isolating the political, religious, economic, intellectual, social, or cultural leadership of a targeted population, perpetrators significantly negatively impact the cohesion of the targeted group. Elite actors may have connections to organizations, institutions, or other states that could aid them in their fight to stay alive, so the killing or isolation of these individuals—decapitation strikes—severs links with the outside world and domestic institutions that could have been co-opted for relief. Relatedly, decapitation strikes cause a loss of group cohesion. Without the voices of important leaders who can unite them, groups can be thrown into disorganization and panic.24 Organization and unity are particularly important when facing extermination, and without these methods of group cohesion, a group may become atomized and easier to target across space and time.

Sociopolitical disruption can also take the form of looting and pillaging properties as well as the upending of peaceful and normal social orders. These disruptions are impositions of the perpetrators on the targets, who are thrown into disorganization and flurried resistance efforts. However, because leaders are gone and resistance efforts are prevented or crushed (discussed in the next section), targeted groups are significantly weaker and cannot organize as they once could.

Sociopolitical disruption is an important tactic perpetrators use to condition targeted populations for displacement and annihilation, meaning that it prepares these populations to accept their new realities of not being able to live in their homes or to even exist as they see fit. It imposes a system of obligations that is not reciprocal, in that it is a one-way street in which targeted populations must do as the perpetrators say. This conditioning is central to later displacement, during which populations must be kept docile to accept their fates while perpetrators use overwhelming power to maintain systems of annihilation.



Elimination of Resistance.* Eliminating resistance among targeted populations is critical for DA crimes to be perpetrated. If targeted populations still possess the resources required for resisting atrocities, they could severely disrupt atrocity plans. Eliminating resistance is a threefold exercise: it requires the disarmament or defeat of targeted population forces, the exclusion or killing of men, and the movement of targeted populations into areas where resistance is less likely. Disarming and defeating targeted populations is a crucial step in DA crime perpetration and applies to group members who are part of armed forces and the general population. Perpetrators can disarm targeted groups through exclusionary/exclusive laws that require targets to forfeit their weapons or defeat resistance on a battlefield.25

Eliminating men—specifically fighting-age men (ages fifteen to forty-five)—is vital to the success of DA crimes. While any member of a group can offer violent resistance to annihilatory practices, this task has typically been an extremely gendered process, as men have largely been responsible for the protection of their own in-group. Perpetrators exclude or kill men through targeted executions, the defeat of victim forces on a battlefield, or imprisonment.26 Adam Jones convincingly makes the argument that men are almost always disproportionately targeted for extermination before the remainder of a group’s population.27 The logic behind this killing is twofold. First, in a heteronormative world, the male gender is typically that which offers resistance to the implementation of annihilatory practices (physical violence and intercommunal politics as patriarchs are important reference points for communities). Second, stemming from heteronormativity, select perpetrators believe they can biologically and culturally destroy groups by disrupting a group’s natural reproductive cycle via the extermination of men, the rape of women, and the destruction of social institutions.28 In short, before women are subjected to different forms of persecution—including disproportionately being targeted for sexual violence—men are typically targeted for violence in atrocity processes that are aimed at destroying groups, a universal truth of atrocities in general, too.29 Finally, it is vital that perpetrators dislodge targeted populations from their homes—places that targets know intimately and can defend easily due to their familiarity with the terrain. By extracting and displacing populations from places they know best, resistance efforts can be stopped before they can truly begin. In addition, displacement into foreign territories further places hegemonic power into the hands of perpetrators as they control the destinies of targeted group members.

If one or all these goals are accomplished, then resistance is eliminated. However, the more efforts that are undertaken to weaken or eliminate resistance, the easier it will be for perpetrators to establish annihilatory hegemonies of power over targets. Little to no resistance means that the displaced group will not be able to resist displacement using coercive methods, nor will they be able to escape cordons of annihilation or caravans of death.



Elimination of Humanitarianism.* The elimination of humanitarianism is a dual-track mechanism. First, eliminating access to humanitarian supplies and vital daily needs allows DA crimes to become the potent killers they are designed to be. Perpetrators may outright deny vital daily needs or only allow the displaced to carry limited materials with them on displacement columns, taking only what they can carry. Any possessions or vital daily needs could last only a few days at best, and considering that displacement is typically a prolonged experience, the elimination of humanitarianism is related to how DA crimes can become so potent. Without relief, populations will perish. The second elimination involves halting humanitarian relief efforts from the in-group. For domestic populations, the pathways to DA crimes undermine the humanitarian impulse. There may in fact be isolated incidents of aid to out-groups from in-groups, but systematically there are widespread patterns of accepting violence. Domestic populations are often some of the most vocal proponents of violence due to regime propaganda—or propaganda from the populations themselves—and anger over grievances and sociopolitical upheavals. Domestic populations stand to gain the most over atrocities, as they can engage in forms of slavery, human trafficking, looting, and appropriation of targets’ properties.30 In short, given the constructed hatreds and tangible gains, domestic populations have virtually no logical reason for halting crimes.

When populations have no means of resistance to forced displacement and no means to satisfy their vital daily needs, then it is possible for perpetrators to commit DA crimes. If displacement is designed to expedite indirect killing processes, then excluding targeted populations from humanitarian relief opportunities is central to establishing and maintaining destructive policies. Once humanitarianism is eliminated, there is nothing standing between targeted populations and atrocity.



Making Displacement Atrocity Crimes Possible. By eliminating resistance and humanitarianism, as well as socially disrupting targeted groups, perpetrators make the annihilatory displacement process possible. Without these steps, displacement could be much more difficult or impossible to implement. If groups can resist, they may be able to disrupt atrocity plans by denying perpetrators the bodies they intend to annihilate. If humanitarianism is available, the primarily indirect killing methods of DA crimes would be undermined, and while many would still perish, this number would be significantly lower and the difference would require more direct killing. If groups can organize themselves, resistance and humanitarianism may be easier to access and atrocity methods could be undermined through rallies and oppositional efforts. If these three powers of groups are stripped away by perpetrators, groups are significantly weaker and more susceptible to displacement operations.




Displacement Atrocity Crimes


Direct Killing.* Despite indirect killing being the most important systematic method of atrocity perpetration in DA crimes, it is made possible through direct killing and the threat of direct killing. Perpetrators only use direct killing as a secondary method of destruction, however. Actual and threatened direct killing compels targeted populations to move and keep moving during displacement operations. In this sense, direct killing is important for two reasons: as a form of violence to initially uproot and displace, and as a form of violence to sustain displacement.

In terms of uprooting populations from their homes and spaces of residence, direct violence—and the threat of direct violence—is extremely potent in inducing displacement. This initial violence of DA crimes is punctuated and only the required amounts of force are applied to forcibly uproot populations. Initial displacement operations require this violence to dislodge targets from their homes or spaces they are familiar with in order to march them to their deaths. A small percentage of the target population is killed via direct methods, but this killing is enough of a threat to cause the remaining population to be bent to the will of the perpetrators.

A second form of direct killing comes during sustained forced displacement and indirect killing operations. The selective and targeted use of direct killing imposes control over the displaced. Direct killing along displacement routes or areas creates a vicious choice for the displaced: be killed by trying to escape or continue forced marches to try to outlast displacement, famine, dehydration, exposure to harsh elements, and exhaustion. This is an impossible choice but may help explain why so many displaced continue to march to their deaths. The best hope for survival, given power asymmetries, may be to continue the displacement. If the displaced stop, they are guaranteed annihilation. If they continue, they might be able to reach salvation. The limited use of direct killing as an example establishes the norm of perpetrator domination over targeted populations and is a central pillar from which indirect killing can be constructed.



Forced Displacement.* Once targeted populations have been stripped of their power, often accomplished through abuses of the rule of law, perpetrators can displace them as they see fit, or as they pragmatically can through the movement of perpetrator forces and atrocity personnel. Forced displacement is one of the two most important variables in the DA crime theory (the other being indirect killing). Forced displacement can manifest in multiple ways. One classic form of displacement is escorted death marches. This is the most common way of thinking about deadly forced displacement, as perpetrators “escort” the displaced across long linear distances. The displaced are allowed little rest, and the threat of the use of direct force compels them to continue marching on the orders of the perpetrators. The displaced are often marched hundreds of kilometers over the inhospitable terrains of the geography the political entity has hegemony over. These long linear distances are often designed to exhaust and expose the displaced to extreme geographical, climatological, and meteorological variances, which aid in the destruction of the displaced population in whole or in part. Conversely, forced displacement can also exploit large geographies that are inhospitable to life. In this use of forced displacement and geography, perpetrators kettle targeted populations, who are then pursued by perpetrator forces. Perpetrators do not necessarily escort the displaced, but they do force them to flee throughout inhospitable territories and do not allow them to escape from the zones of annihilation.

Forced displacement is a sustained process, not an event. Prolonged exposure to the elements and exhaustion deriving from constant movement help annihilate targeted populations across space and time. Displacement is a key element of the killing systems in DA crimes, as it degrades bodies and accelerates indirect killing in combination with systematic deprivation of vital daily needs. Displacement can last for days, weeks, or even months and years. In short: forced displacement is an absolutely necessary variable for DA crimes. However, it is also insufficient because targeted populations must be deprived of vital daily needs to concoct systems of indirect killing. These populations are not being moved for purposes of a transfer to a stationary killing facility or to only homogenize a region—they are being displaced to annihilate them in whole or in part.



Indirect Killing.* Coinciding with forced displacement is the use of indirect killing methods. Indirect killing requires the deprivation of vital daily needs from individuals in targeted groups. Vital daily needs provide the necessities of life, and without them the human body degrades rapidly. Without sustenance, the body is denied energy to burn and will eventually destroy itself. Without rest, the body cannot repair. Without protection, the body is exposed to harsh weather conditions. Without medicine, particularly for those who rely on it to survive, the body cannot continue to live. Perpetrators know this and exploit human fragilities to destroy populations.

Forced displacement shortens this time frame considerably, as it increases the amount of exertion the body is forced to undertake. Perpetrators of DA crimes capitalize on this fragility and deprive the targeted population during displacement, drastically shortening survival time frames. A common method of expediting indirect killing is the contamination or denial of water sources, to deprive the displaced of this vital resource for survival. This can include the poisoning of wells, forcing targeted populations to drink tainted water, or simply refusing the displaced any liquids. The systematic denial of water to the displaced is an extremely potent killing tactic, as the deprivation of water will cause fatal shutdowns in key organs; consumption of tainted water has comparable results. Both destroy bodies rapidly, especially when combined with displacement, as movement requires increased consumption of water—without it, people die quickly. Deprivation of food has similar effects and cause extreme degradation of bodies rapidly. Without food, the body begins to consume fat and muscle, and soon the body is forced to consume itself to gain some form of energy. Once starvation sets in, the displaced do not have long to live.

The withholding of clothing and shelter are also central to many deprivation schemes. Without proper clothing and shelter, bodies are exposed to extreme variances in geography, climate, and weather patterns. Through this exposure, bodies are intentionally degraded further, making surviving displacement almost impossible for many to achieve. Clothing and shelter keep humans safe from harsh elements, but perpetrators of DA crimes intentionally strip these things away to reduce life to a baser, more violent level. Finally, the intentional deprivation of medical care ensures that any problems that may arise during displacement will cause further harm. Displaced populations seeking medical care or respite are often denied such luxuries (and are sometimes killed on the spot due to the request). The displaced are forced to succumb to any life-threatening injuries or medical issues due to a lack of medical respite and supplies. The same could be said of medical personnel who are often inundated with the dying and weak and cannot offer respite or solutions to problems due to a denial of proper medical care and supplies.

The extent to which the human body can be pushed in extreme scenarios of dehydration, starvation, exhaustion, and other similar ailments may never be known. To conduct such experiments would be to violate strong medical ethical principles that developed primarily after the Nazi regime was defeated in 1945.31 What is known, though, is that forced displacement exacerbates processes of bodily decline due to extreme exertion. This in turn accelerates bodily degradation, as the constant requirement for movement coupled with the lack of food means that victims’ bodies deteriorate in less time. Collectively, these deprivations cause mass killing of a group in whole or in part. Indirect killing forms the second backbone of DA crimes. Without indirect killing methods being employed, forced displacement would inflict a different form of violence on groups alone (devoid of mass killing operations). However, because systematic deprivation of vital daily needs are imposed against targeted populations, forced displacement becomes an accelerant to systems of indirect killing. Not only are bodies degraded to the point of death and malfunction using indirect killing methods, but the process is accelerated because of the constant movement DA crimes entail.



Cultural Destruction.** Cultural destruction is the only variable in the DA crime typology that is not necessary for perpetration, yet it is necessarily an outcome of annihilatory practices. When populations are uprooted from their homes, they lose not only their house structures but also the meanings of space and community, which are geographically rooted to an area.32 These central pillars of life (i.e., home and community) deeply affect understandings of culture. At the very least, the erasure or severing of connections individuals have with their communities ultimately divorces some cultural systems; at worst, it destroys cultural systems.33 Beyond the loss of space and place, the loss of members of a group erases human communities and continuities among peoples, forcing the existence of individuals and their culture into memory (and this memory is often at least attempted to be erased by perpetrators).34 Lemkin was correct in asserting the fact that losing one human community deprives all humans of part of our collective histories and identities. Culture is destroyed not only through the annihilation of sizable portions of a collectivity but also through the extermination of cultural and political elites (who are identity knowledge-keepers).35 Killing enough members of a group destroys important segments of the group’s culture. Second, the early processes of DA crimes incorporate elements of domicide and destruction of the home community (home structures and the broader home community) where targeted populations resided. Places of religious, social, economic, cultural, or political gathering are always destroyed, as are homes that are destroyed, assimilated (for different uses by perpetrators), or intentionally left vacant and in disrepair. These places of high culture and everyday culture are important to individuals and groups, and through the processes of displacement and annihilation they are forcefully detached from the targeted populations and destroyed, residing only in their memories of lost homes.36 While these outcomes may not be intended at the start of atrocities, they are certainly outcomes of DA crimes, which have profound effects on destroying what it means to be a member of a group—ontological destruction.37
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Colonized Namibia and Violent Horizons (1652–1904)


The Herero genocide (1904–1908) in Deutsch-Südwestafrika (German South-West Africa—GSWA) was a notorious crime of imperial Germany. The story of colonialism, complex power-sharing agreements, negations of African power, a revolt, and the decision to commit genocide are discussed here through the DA crime lens.1 The Herero genocide should be viewed as a contingent response to the Herero revolt by the highest echelons of German leadership. While General Adrian Dietrich Lothar von Trotha gave the order, German political and military cultures made genocide possible, permissible, and, at the very least, tacitly approved.


Geography

Namibia is a land of extreme diversity and scarce resources, residing in the subtropical high-pressure belt. It has a total area of 824,292 square kilometers—much of which incorporates large swaths of the Namib and Kalahari Deserts.2 The Namib Desert is an elongated geographical feature along the Atlantic coastline, spanning 1,900 kilometers on the north–south axis and 160 kilometers on the east–west axis (about 81,000 km2).3 The Kalahari Desert—the place where the Herero were primarily annihilated—measures 1,600 kilometers on the north–south axis and 960 kilometers on the east–west axis (about 930,000 km2) further inland toward South Africa and Botswana, spanning from Grootfontein to Windhoek to Keetmanshoop to lands eastward.4 In Nama, Namib translates as “vast place”; and in Tswana, Kalahari is derived from Kgala, which translates as “the great thirst.”5 Both are generally featureless arid climates with extremely little rainfall.6 The Kalahari is noted for its red sand, which covers vast swaths of the African subcontinent. Both deserts have underground rivers and lakes that store water, which can be accessed through pump systems. In the Namib, these rivers drain into the Atlantic Ocean, while the Kalahari is home to some of the largest underground water reserves in the world.7 This lack of surface water and prevalence of underground water would play central roles in German genocide perpetration. The Namib Desert is temperate, ranging between 7 and 33 degrees Celsius.8 Similarly, the Kalahari’s temperatures can reach over 40 degrees Celsius and drop to approximately 2.5 degrees Celsius.9

Namibia has a long history of human settlement, and elaborate cave art from two thousand years ago is stunningly preserved.10 Cattle were first introduced to Namibia through trade with Bantu-speaking peoples approximately two thousand years ago, and cattle ownership systematically spread throughout Namibia approximately one thousand years ago, even in the Namib Desert, where wealthy cattle owners established dispersed and thriving societies.11 The DA crimes perpetrated against the Herero exploited the violent possibilities of this climate. The Herero took flight into the desert after a disaster at the Battle of Waterberg (11 August 1904), and the pursuing Germans intentionally forced the Herero to wander the Kalahari.12 This indirect killing campaign was made possible by the size and inhospitableness of the Kalahari, systematic deprivation of vital daily needs, and constant movement. German troops denied the Herero access to watering holes, food sources, medical supplies, clothing, shelter, and escape from the desert—making the inhospitableness of the Kalahari more pronounced.13 To ensure that the Herero could not escape the vast distances of the waterless Kalahari, the Germans used kettling tactics, such as outmaneuvering fleeing Herero around the border regions, forcing them to remain in vast spaces of annihilation. These kettling tactics caused the Herero to undergo extreme exposure to the desert, resulting in mass death. Most of the Herero killed during the genocide were annihilated within the first weeks of the displacement into the Kalahari. The geography of Namibia, therefore, was perfectly conducive to perpetrating DA crimes.



Structural Opportunities for Displacement Atrocity Crimes

The causes of DA crimes follow a twisted road of colonialism and contingency. Germany’s initial reluctance about overseas colonies gave way to an aggressive Weltpolitik foreign policy in which Africans were constructed as peoples who were “lesser than” white Europeans. Despite years of power sharing in GSWA between Germans and Herero Paramount Chief Samuel Maharero, the two groups came to blows over predictable colonial issues: land and resources.


Group Difference Construction: Africans and Settlers

The Dutch initially landed in southern Africa in 1652, establishing the Cape Colony (later South Africa). Boers with their Khoekhoe and San servants crossed into Namaqualand, initiating a long checkered history of intergroup trading and cattle raiding (Oorlam groups).14 Namibia was home to approximately 90,000–100,000 Ovambo, 70,000–85,000 Herero, 30,000 Damara, 15,000–20,000 Nama, 3,000 San, 1,500 Basters, and 150 whites (excluding Boers).15 The Ovaherero (people of yesterday) arrived in the north in the seventeenth century as part of a Bantu migration, practicing cattle farming and intergroup trading from the Cape Colony to Angola.16 The Herero lived in the Namibian highlands, nestled between the Kalahari and Namib Deserts.17 While intense conflicts (1820s–1840s) with the Oorlam initially eroded Herero power, Maharero Tjamuaha of Okahandja (ca. 1820–1890) broke with his former Oorlam ally, Jonker Afrikaner, and resisted raids against the Herero with the help of German influence and weapons.18 Afrikaner power was eroded and the Herero became the most powerful group in Namibia, dominating trade routes.19


Africans and Settlers. However, at the heart of European colonialism in Africa was a virulent racism. Racism did not cause the DA crimes directly, but it did provide a cognitive canvas onto which the crises, cumulative sociopolitical problems, and various forms of governance and identity were painted. Racism manifested as a nexus of religious-racial justifications for domination and constructed “scientific” differences. For Captain Maximilian Bayer, Germany’s role in GSWA was ordained:


Our Lord has made the laws of nature so that only the strong have a right to continue to exist in the world, and so that the weak and purposeless will perish in favor of the strong. This process is played out in a variety of ways, like, for example, the end of the American Indians, because they were without purpose in the continued development of a world that is striving towards a higher level of civilization; in the same way the day will come when the Hottentot [Nama] will perish, [it will] not [be] any loss for humanity because they are after all only born thieves and robbers, nothing more.20



The right to rule over “uncivilized” populations was inherent in the colonial project.21 The stereotyping of Namibians also incorporated elements of scientific racism. German phrenologists shifted attention away from criminals and toward Africans to study their skulls and determine that Africans were of lesser intellect and capability (in the a priori sense of racist scientific discovery). Deputy director of the Berlin Museum of Ethnography, Professor Felix von Luschan, a main proponent of phrenology, shifted phrenology from studying “criminality” to studying “race criminality.”22 When people of all different races of the German Empire were brought to Berlin for the German Colonial Exhibition, von Luschan met the Herero and the Nama and was intellectually confused, if not agitated. He believed that the nicely dressed and well-mannered members of these two peoples were exceptions to the rule, stating, “I doubt that all Hereros make such a thoroughly distinguished impression and have such a gentleman-like appearance as those we have seen here in Treptow.”23 The Herero and the Nama refused to take part in experiments or cultural performances, and only begrudgingly agreed to have their pictures taken beside an “African village” exhibit.24

These experiences were emblematic of the widespread cartoonish depictions of Africans in German literature, media, and speech: blackface and Blackness were constructed as existential threats to Germanness (particularly amid the backdrop of warfare and revolt) and “lesser than” Germanness.25 German settlers often referred to Africans as baboons and treated them worse than animals. When Matthias Erzberger (a centrist in the Reichstag) argued that Africans had the same souls as white Europeans, he was booed and laughed at.26 Matter-of-fact judgments about intellect, capabilities, and social standing based on skin color and racial purity were valued among German colonial authorities.27 Some in the missionary societies in GSWA and settlers in general despised mixed-race relationships and viewed them as “immoral,” “a slap in the face for German pride,” “a sin against racial awareness,” and deemed the offspring of mixed-race relationships “a disaster for our colony.”28 In operationalizing this racism, settlers were almost never subjected to African law, but Africans were always subjected to German law in GSWA.29 For Jürgen Zimmerer, “German convictions about the superiority of their own culture and administrative traditions gave them the feeling that, in setting up a modern state, they were working according to the laws of history. This led them to extend this administration over the indigenous population with no concern for the consequences entailed for the Africans. And in a society based on racist privilege, the social hierarchy that fixed the roles of master and servant in law was supposed to be established for the long term.”30 Racism provided reasons to harbor antipathies and hatred toward Africans, who were constructed as unworthy of dignified life. Racism provided justifications to view Africans as subhumans to be dealt with brutally. Later, General Lothar von Trotha argued that “no war may be conducted humanely against nonhumans.”31 The combined effects of colonial racism and settler colonialism in GSWA created fertile soil for political violence to take root.




Asymmetric Power Distribution: Weltpolitik

German colonialism in GSWA took three forms: initial reluctance, power consolidation, and genocide. German merchant Adolf Lüderitz purchased a small tract of land at Angra Pequena (what colonial Portuguese explorers called the “small cove”) in 1882 from Oorlam’s Captain Josef Fredericks II for one hundred pounds and two hundred rifles and purchased more land in August 1882 between the Orange River and Angra Pequena.32 However, it was only when the British secretary of state for the colonies, Lord Derby, ordered the Cape Colony to take possession of the South-West African coastline did German chancellor Otto von Bismarck declare protection areas (Schutzgebiete). On 7 August 1884, the flag of imperial Germany was raised in Lüderitzbucht at Angra Pequena, officially making GSWA a colony.33 In 1885, Reichskommissar Heinrich Göring (father of National Socialist Hermann Göring) and two colleagues arrived in GSWA to officially establish German administration of the new colony, centered around port cities.34 The first colonial government had neither the capability (with only twenty-four total troops) nor the desire to project state power inland.35 Even in the late 1890s, when African power was at its lowest, the Germans remained hesitant to provoke conflict due to the vast distances, supply issues, and fears of imperial German forces being defeated.36

The shift in foreign policy marked a break with Bismarck’s defensive Realpolitik, which was skeptical of overseas colonies.37 Weltpolitik was an aggressive foreign policy that set ideational structures for genocide in GSWA and called for aggressive political reactions and fervent nationalism in the German mission as a colonial power.38 Weltpolitik dictated Germany should compete for colonies in order to secure Lebensraum—a term coined by geographer Friedrich Ratzel (1844–1904)—which linked “racial conflict, agriculture, and territorial expansion” together.39

Proponents of Weltpolitik called for a dual-purpose “new Germany” in GSWA. It was to provide “land for settlement, cattle for export, gold and diamonds for mining, and Africans to work for long hours for little or no money.”40 It also provided a “safety valve for the state,” which could absorb excess products not sold in Germany, maintaining socioeconomic stability for imperial Germany.41 As a geography of settler colonialism, GSWA was advertised as an escape “from the anxieties and dislocations resulting from industrialization and the dissatisfaction over the ‘incompleteness’ of German unification.”42 Through Weltpolitik and Lebensraum, Germany created “GSWA as an attractive place for settlement.”43 With this goal in mind, the German government invested comparatively heavily in GSWA: 278 million marks to GSWA, 122 million marks to Deutsch-Ostafrika (German East Africa), 3.5 million marks to Togo, 174 million marks to Kiaochow, and 1.5 million marks to Samoa.44 Even more striking: of the 6,641 German troops stationed in the colonies, 2,760 were stationed in GSWA (1,954 German soldiers). GSWA was to be the crown jewel of all German colonial holdings and had to be held at all costs; the stage for conflict was forming.45 Violence became a self-fulfilling prophecy: if Africans challenged German rule, they had to be totally crushed due to the importance of national identity and the pride that was woven into colonialism.46

The arrival of Theodor Leutwein as provincial administrator (Landshauptmann) in 1893 was a watershed moment of German power consolidation. Leutwein employed a decentralized colonial model in GSWA, with power centers located in Windhoek, Otjimbingwe, and Keetmanshoop rather than a single port power center (likely Walvis Bay or Lüderitz). From these locations, Leutwein negotiated complex relationships with Namibians. For their part, the Africans were not “passive victims of colonial politics.… It was more a case of tactically forged alliances on all sides,” particularly by Samuel Maharero.47 Previous arrays of African politics created negotiation difficulties for the Germans to purchase land and cattle for settlers. In response, Leutwein selected the Herero as main governing partners, and the relationship between Maharero and Leutwein meant that the Germans gained colonial advantages using Herero power (political and socioeconomic) to dominate Namibia.48 Past revolts or threats to balances of power in GSWA by the Hottentots, the Nama, Basters, and others were defeated using a Leutwein playbook: the combined forces of the Maharero Herero, the Witbooi Nama, and the Germans quickly defeated challengers, and peace treaties stabilized politics. Leutwein desired single powerful representatives from different African groups and accomplished this by allowing representatives to keep their titles with full allegiance to the Germans.49 While the Herero did not initially recognize Samuel Maharero as paramount chief, German soldiers and the collaborating Herero secured his position.50

Leutwein was rewarded with African troops and more settlers to fight his wars with other African groups. Leutwein created complex power dynamics in which German authority was enforced using African power and politics to fight for Germany. Though all Africans were subject to German colonial laws, they were not always enforced on the Herero and the Nama so that Leutwein could curry favor with Maharero and Hendrik Witbooi.51 In less than a year of being in GSWA, Leutwein stabilized the political situation through his judicious power arrangements.52 Leutwein was given a promotion in military rank and a change in title to governor.53 The power-sharing system Leutwein created was unique and poorly received by some in Germany because of the perceived racial hierarchy involved with European-African relations.54 Rather than work with African groups, some state officials wanted a final solution. The German commissioner for settlement, Dr. Paul Rohrbach, wrote in Der Deutsche Gedanke in der Welt:


It is not right either among nations or among individuals that people who can create nothing should have a claim to preservation. No false philanthropy or race-theory can prove to reasonable people that the preservation of any tribe of nomadic South African Kaffirs … is more important for the future of mankind than the expansion of the great European nations, or the white race as a whole. Should the German people renounce the chance of growing stronger and of securing elbow room for their sons and daughters, because … some tribe of Negroes … has lived its useless existence on a strip of land where ten thousand German families may have a flourishing existence and thus strengthen the very sap of our people?55



What Rohrbach failed to see was that Leutwein’s power sharing was based on the co-optation of African power and politics to divide and conquer, not equality.

Later in 1903, the Maharero-Leutwein connection soured at a time when African power was completely subsumed under German power, and German colonialism took a violent turn. The breakdown in normalized colonial politics between settlers and Africans saw the departure of Leutwein from power and the entrance (1904) of a military man well-versed in suppressing revolts: General von Trotha, who instituted hard-line politics in GSWA, scrapping the comparatively friendly version of colonialism that Leutwein had espoused. Sent by the kaiser himself to suppress the Herero revolt, the general and his Schutztruppe, with its artillery and machine guns, drastically changed the power dynamics in GSWA and enforced a hard-line racism. At no time did von Trotha truly consider cooperation with African groups, instead opting for genocide as a final solution to Herero revolts.56 Weltpolitik imbued colonizers and their institutions with inflated senses of national and racial pride. Coupled with years of African power degeneration, these two processes had genocidal consequences.



Intergroup Grievances: Land Seizures and Cattle Farming

There were a series of linked developments that brought the German and Herero peoples closer to the possibility of violence. Beyond belonging to asymmetrically powered political communities, there were two critical processes of colonialism that made Herero revolts and German genocidal practices possible: land seizures and cattle farming.


Land Seizures. There were four main tactics the Germans used for gaining land: purchases, protection treaties, theft, and bureaucratic/military style controls.57 After twenty years of colonization, land ownership by African groups in 1903 had suffered (see table 3.1). Wolfgang Werner estimated only 38 percent of Namibia’s lands (31.4 of 83.5 million hectares) remained in African hands by 1902. He further noted: “white settlers had acquired 3.7 million hectares, concession companies 29.2 million hectares and the colonial administration 19.2 million hectares.”58 André Du Pisani estimated African land distribution and ownership by 1903 (table 3.1). The two estimations are different (Wener at 31.4 million hectares and Du Pisani at 33.6) and the real figures may never be known. What is particularly important is the overall picture that emerges: immense German colonial activity against the Hereros immediately before the revolt and later genocide. The Owambo were not immediate targets for German settlement due to the arid climate of the north and the lack of natural resources. The Nama (pacified through power sharing) in the south lived on lands perceived as poor by the Germans. The Herero, though, were situated on desirable lands for agriculture and cattle farming—prime targets for colonial activities.

Table 3.1

Land Distribution among Africans in GSWA in 1903





	Group

	Hectares (in millions)






	Herero

	10




	Owambo

	10




	Nama

	11.4a




	Rehoboth Basters

	2.2




	SOURCE: André Du Pisani, SWA/Namibia: The Politics of Continuity and Change (Johannesburg: Jonathan Ball, 1985), 26.




	a This figure combines the Bondelswartz, Bethanie, Witboois, Veldschoendragers, Berseba Hottentots, Simon Kooper, Red Nation, and Zwartboois’ land holdings.







German land purchase practices were dubious, as an episode from 1883 illustrates. The purchase was measured in miles—the chief assumed the measurement was in English miles, but the Germans duplicitously calculated German miles (7.4 km vs. 1.5 km) without explaining the difference. The “legitimate” bill of sale overrode any post hoc protestations.59 The Germans also used alcohol to disorient negotiating partners so that they did not properly understand what they were doing.60

Additionally, by 1892 the Germans had constructed a complex land settlement cartel whereby they would offer protection for land purchased (the Herero believed they were custodians of the land and chiefs were not authorized to sell land in perpetuity, but the Germans viewed land sales as final) and then ultimately take control of seized lands.61 However, many Namibians did not understand that the land was actually being sold, an idea confirmed by Samuel Kutako (Herero):


The next reason for our rebellion was the appropriation of Herero lands by the traders, who took the ground for their farms and claimed it as their private property. They used to shoot our dogs if they trespassed on these lands, and they confiscated any of our cattle which might stray there. If holy cattle trespassed we were allowed to get them back, if we paid three to four ordinary cattle in exchange for one holy one. Under the Herero law the ground belonged to the tribe in common and not even the chief could sell or dispose of it. He could give people permission to live on the land, but no sales were valid and no chief ever attempted to sell his people’s land. Even the missionaries who settled amongst us, only got permission to live there.… Land was never sold to Germans or anyone else. We did not have any idea of such a thing.62



German colonial authorities conquered Namibia between 1894 and 1897 through the manipulation of Maharero. Once he had the Herero under his control, Leutwein attacked the Khauas (at Gobabis), Fransman (at Gochas), and other smaller groups, executing leaders and stealing land and cattle after the cessation of hostilities. The Nama took issue with this but were defeated in a low-casualty nine-day war (27 August to 5 September 1894).63 Leutwein effectively controlled Namibian politics by offering “protection” to Africans who signed treaties. This protection racket was nothing more than control and creeping colonialism. The number of German-owned farms increased from 338 in 1904 to 1,331 in 1913.64 Despite this, Maharero continued to sell land. In 1895 and 1896, Maharero and Leutwein—armed with Herero soldiers, German laws, guns, and money—throughout Hereroland delivering legal judgments, concluding land treaties, and creating new colonial borders in favor of the Germans. Maharero enthusiastically collaborated with Leutwein to enforce treaties in order to keep his privileged power position among the Herero.65 By March 1896, Maharero and the Germans had extended their reach across Hereroland and had pacified the area through coercion, disarmament, and violence. Leutwein’s efforts to expand colonial control by presiding over asymmetrically powered Africans were succeeding.66

Once African resistance was dismantled and African power structures were channeled through colonial governance, Leutwein’s path to seizing land was clear. The protection treaties often included provisions limiting African territories and provisions stating that if any African-owned cattle crossed into settler lands, African lands and cattle could be confiscated as punishment.67 The Herero and the Germans ruled GSWA together from 1894 to 1904, and in those ten years, the Herero continually acquiesced to demands to shrink their territories and act as loyal enforcers of German colonial laws to the benefit of Maharero and Leutwein, who collaborated to defeat resistance to either’s power.



Cattle Farming. Owning cattle was a sign of status and wealth in Namibia. Cattle not only provided milk products, beef, and clothing but were also used as a form of currency, commodity, and transport in Namibia’s extensive precolonial trade networks. Herero traditional headdresses were even designed to appear like cattle horns.68 However, the settler fixation on cattle farming disrupted these practices. Between 1896 and 1897, Germans seized approximately twelve thousand cattle from the Herero during legal disputes and low-intensity conflicts amid the backdrop of protection treaties.69 To expedite cattle seizures, the Germans redrew territorial boundaries and placed water holes on German properties, meaning that the Herero had to “trespass” to get water and in turn lost their cattle.70 In addition, cattle were used as leverage for predatory loans the Herero used to purchase manufactured goods and supplies.71 Germans recalled these loans quickly to prevent the Herero from gathering the necessary funds, thereby defaulting and allowing the Germans to take ownership of the leveraged cattle. Purchase, legal exploitation, and loan-sharking played a key role in reducing the Herero cattle population from well over 100,000 in the 1890s to 46,000 in 1902.72

The conflict, then, revolved around which group had the right to farm cattle in Namibia. The Herero position was clear: they had been the dominant inhabitants of the land for approximately 450 years and had the right to raise cattle. The German position was equally as clear: GSWA was to be a lynchpin for Weltpolitik. The prospect of cattle farming for Germans meant expansion; for the Herero, it was a zero-sum game where German expansion meant Herero decline. What was once a profitable economic activity with deep sociocultural meaning for the Herero became an industry designed to be a central pillar of German activity in GSWA.



Setting the Stage for Violence. Through the purchase, acquisition, and confiscation of land and cattle, German settlers were able to gradually take control of the key industries and ways of life in Namibia. However, African resistance was blunted due to the close ruling relationships among Maharero, Witbooi, and Leutwein.73 These processes were structures for discontent and groundwork for revolt, but not the triggers. Those came soon.




Sociopolitical Upheavals: Rinderpest and Railroads, Loans, and Reserves

Ovambanderu Herero Chief Kahimemua Nguvauva was sentenced to death by the Germans for his role in organizing uprisings against colonial authorities. Before he was executed on 11 June 1896, he placed a curse on GSWA: “When my knee dislocates the men with whom I have eaten the blood of sheep are all going to die. When my hair comes off my head there will be a rinderpest epizootic (Omutjise uo Pesa) and those cows that I have milked are going to die. When my pancreas falls off and bursts I will make friends fight.”74 His curse came true. The rinderpest outbreak drove an insurmountable wedge between the Herero and the Germans, who until then had co-governed GSWA. That wedge led to the revolt of the Herero against the Germans, fulfilling the second part of the curse.


Rinderpest and Railroads. A rinderpest outbreak in 1895 and 1896 decimated Herero cattle stocks and forced the Herero to become completely dependent on the Germans, debilitating Herero society and intensifying colonial cleavages.75 With the cattle industry destroyed, the Herero had to work as subsistence laborers on German farms or attempt agriculture on scant remaining water-accessible lands, which often flooded.76 Many women worked in German homes, and many men worked to construct German forts.77 Herero leaders could no longer fulfill their promises of protection, as the Germans offered little relief. This simultaneously weakened Herero positions and strengthened those of the Germans.

The Germans capitalized on rinderpest and disaffected Herero in four important ways. First, the Germans sowed seeds of discontentment among the Herero by supporting Maharero’s cattle raids and use of soldiers/weapons against other Herero he considered disloyal to him, particularly Tjetjo Kandji. The intragroup raids created divisions just at the time when the Herero should have come together to stave off disaster. Second, Herero labor for Germans was sanctioned through contracts, but these agreements led to widespread abuse in homes and in businesses.78 Third, as rinderpest decimated cattle stocks (between 66 and 95 percent losses within six months) and there were few oxen to transport goods and people.79 In response, German colonial authorities began to construct rail lines. Between 1895 and 1908, approximately 1,561 kilometers of railroad track were laid in GSWA. Lines from Swakopmund to Windhoek (1897 and 1902) and from Swakopmund to Tsumeb, Otavi, and Gootfontein (1903 and 1908) were constructed. On the Swakopmund–Windhoek line, African laborers were paid less than German laborers, or not paid at all, and continually struggled with foremen on workers’ rights.80 The Otavi railroad cut directly through Hereroland, unlike the Swakopmund–Windhoek line, which skirted Hereroland’s boundaries and was sold in blocks of land (10 km x 20 km) that gave it extraordinary land holdings in Hereroland, including control over almost all water resources.81 Herero power was in rapid decline at the exact moment German power was expanding. After rinderpest and the construction of the rail lines, Germans had the perfect tool to project state power across vast distances: the railroad. This had devastating consequences during the genocide. The fourth and most destabilizing shift was predatory loan-sharking.



Predatory Loans. Many Herero turned to private loans from German settlers as a stopgap measure to meet their daily needs. However, loan-sharking and impossible interest rates systematically destabilized the Herero beyond recovery. In a shortsighted attempt at a solution, Leutwein signed an ordinance (23 July 1903) that erased all loans to Africans with no compensation package.82 German lenders were upset, as they would lose all loans by 1 November 1903.83 The results were predictable. Lenders recuperated enlisted colonial authorities and soldiers to reclaim collateral (money, cattle, land, and private property) as fast as possible. Often, settlers extracted more value than was loaned to “cover any future claims.”84 Despite the dubious virtuosity of Leutwein, the violent reclamation of loans caused serious socioeconomic dismay for the Herero.



Proposed Herero Reserves. By December 1903, the possibility of Herero revolt was widespread and created panic throughout the settler communities. The blatant disregard for Herero rights and imposition of the settler colonial state was disruptive enough, but proposed Herero reserves provided the spark for revolt. The Herero had lost 3.5 million hectares of land, and the proposed reserves sought to limit their lands even further.85 The unilateral proposal (communicated on 8 December 1903) to create reserves was met with hostility by the Herero, who were not consulted. The Herero accurately interpreted the new legislation as the most debilitating encroachment on their Namibia.86 Settlers saw an opportunity for expansion of the colonial state at the expense of the weakened Herero, and the proposed reserves made conflict unavoidable.87 Leutwein even later recognized this point and believed the Herero should not be annihilated but thrown into slave labor conditions.88 He stated, “I do not concur with those fanatics who want to see the Herero destroyed altogether. Apart from the fact that a people of 60,000 or 70,000 is not so easy to annihilate, I would consider such a move a grave mistake from an economic point of view. We need the Herero as cattle breeders, though on a small scale, and especially as laborers. It will be quite sufficient if they are politically dead.”89

By 1903, the Germans had already stolen land and cattle from the Herero, and the reserves were a key element of finishing the process of colonial procurement. The reserves would have created a segregated space for African peoples in poor geographies with little historical and cultural meaning, versus the prime lands given to settlers. It is then no surprise that in December 1903, the Herero revolted against the colonial power, with which they had governed GSWA for decades.




Pathways to Displacement Atrocity Crimes

Jon M. Bridgman asks the most cutting question of all: Why did the Herero not revolt sooner?90 The immediate trigger for creating opportunities for genocide was the Herero revolt. Without this immediate threat to colonialism, the Germans may not have had obvious reasons to impose annihilatory systems. Leutwein’s power-sharing system in GSWA effectively barred any violence against the Herero and the Nama because they were key partners in complex political arrangements. However, when the Germans came for Herero lands and revolt occurred, there were few restraining barriers in Germany’s response given the backdrops of racism, Weltpolitik, and power asymmetries in the colony. The longer-term causes for genocidal opportunities lay in the German colonial system implemented in GSWA itself. The erosion of Herero systems and power made the Herero completely dependent on the Germans.91 At their weakest moments, after years of acquiescing to German demands to share power, the Germans stabbed the Herero in the back and turned on their former governing partner; this was a fait accompli. When Maharero recognized that the colonialism he had aided in constructing was to be the downfall of his people and their way of life, the Herero revolted for the last time.92




The Decision to Commit Displacement Atrocity Crimes: The Revolt of the Herero

While dealing with a Bondelswart uprising in the south (1903), Leutwein received a letter from Maharero, who plainly stated that the Herero were revolting due to German repression of African identity and way of life.93 Leutwein was stunned. His typical strategy of fighting Africans to a stalemate followed by peace negotiations did not happen during the revolt of the Herero.94 The Herero could at most field an army of 7,000 to 8,000 men, of whom only 2,500 had rifles. The rifles varied from “muzzle-loaders” to “ancient flintlocks.”95 Maharero needed allies and sent for the Witbooi Nama:


To Witbooi

Rather let us die together and not die as the result of ill-treatment, prisons, or all the other ways. Furthermore let all the other chiefs down there know so that they may rise and work. I close my letter with hearty greetings and the confidence that the chief will comply with my wishes. Send me four of your men that we may discuss matters. Also obstruct the operations of the Governor so that he will be unable to pass. And make haste that we may storm Windhuk [sic] then we shall have ammunition. Furthermore I am not fighting alone, we are all fighting together.96



Maharero closed his letter stating, “Let us die fighting.”97 The revolt was a hopeless endeavor from the beginning, but that does not mean it was an unworthy fight. Barmenias Zerua (son of Chief Zacharias Zerua of the Otjimbingwe) stated: “[The Chief] knew that if we rose we would be crushed in battle, as our people were nearly all unarmed and without ammunition. We were driven to desperation by the cruelty and injustice of the Germans, and our chiefs and people felt that death would be less terrible than the conditions under which we lived.”98 For Heinrich Tjaherani of the Omaruru, “When the Hereros rose I took the field with my people. We were badly armed. Only about one man in ten had a rifle and most of the rifles were very old. Very few men had 15 to 20 cartridges. Some had ten, and I know of many who only had three or five.”99 The Germans had driven the Herero into a suicidal revolt. While it was customary to simply crush resistance, as had been done in other German colonies, the annihilation of Namibian resistance took a genocidal turn with the arrival of General von Trotha, fresh Schutztruppe, a violently discriminatory military culture, and orders from the kaiser himself.100 General von Trotha viewed Africans in the most racist of ways. He told Leutwein, “I know the tribes of Africa.… They are all alike. They only respond to force. It was and is my policy to use force with terrorism and even brutality (gruesomeness). I shall annihilate the African tribes with streams of blood and streams of gold.”101


The General’s Order

General von Trotha’s extermination order (Vernichtungsbefehl) of 3 October 1904 is the most direct and damning evidence of genocidal intent in GSWA.102 It was issued after months of DA crime processes but summarizes the intent of those policies well. He wrote:


I, the great general of the German soldiers, send this letter to the Herero people. Herero are no longer German subjects. They have murdered, stolen, cut off the ears and noses and other body parts from wounded soldiers, and now out of cowardice refuse to fight. I say to the people; anyone delivering a captain to one of my stations as a prisoner will receive one thousand marks; whoever brings in Samuel Maherero [sic] will receive five thousand marks. The Herero people must leave this land. If they do not, I will force them to do so by using the great gun [artillery]. Within the German border every male Herero, armed or unarmed, with or without cattle, will be shot to death. I will no longer receive women or children but drive them back to their people or have them shot at. These are my words to the Herero people.103



He further added:


This proclamation is to be read to the troops at roll-call, with the addition that the unit that catches a captain will also receive the appropriate reward, and that shooting at women and children is to be understood as shooting above their heads, so as to force them to run. I assume absolutely that this proclamation will result in taking no more male prisoners, but will not degenerate into atrocities against women and children. The latter will run away if one shoots at them a couple of times. The troops will remain conscious of the good reputation of the German soldier.104



The order very clearly outlines the intent to kill every Herero the Germans encountered in their conquest.105 In one of von Trotha’s reports to Berlin, he wrote “that the making of terms with the Hereros was impossible, seeing that their chiefs had nearly all fled, or through their misdeeds during the rebellion had rendered themselves so liable that the German Government could not treat with them.”106 In addition to this, he regarded the acceptance of a more or less voluntary surrender as a possible means of building up the old tribal organizations again, which he warned would be a great political mistake, as it would again lead to bloodshed.

These statements make clear that von Trotha had definitively decided that the Herero would not be allowed to surrender with dignity (or at all).107 He had decided to subdue any possibilities for future revolt by destroying the Herero. Further proof of intent is found in the lengths that von Trotha was willing to push his soldiers to in order to annihilate the Herero. By October 1904, General von Trotha’s troops were “suffering greatly from thirst, hunger, and illness” under the stifling conditions of the Omaheke.108 It was at this time at a spot few people knew of (Osombo zoWindimbe—a water hole in the Omaheke at the Eiseb River) that von Trotha issued his extermination order. Immediately after, two of thirty-five Herero prisoners were taken to makeshift gallows and executed by hanging in theatrical fashion.109 The majority of Herero had already been killed by then. The day after issuing his order, von Trotha cabled the German General Staff, stating, “My intimate knowledge of so many Central African tribes, Bantu and others, has made it abundantly clear to me that the Negroes will yield only to brute force, whereas negotiations are quite pointless.… They will either meet their doom in the sandveld or try to cross into Bechuanaland.”110 In the same report, von Trotha reiterated his belief that the extermination of the Herero was merely a phase in a wider racial war in Africa, a conflict long predicted to be inevitable.111 Weltpolitik, Lebensraum, the Vernichtungsbefehl, and related orders and actions demonstrate a clear intent to commit genocidal DA crimes against the Herero. After the Battle of Waterberg, the Germans strategically retreated, formed a 250-kilometer cordon around the desert (264,000 square kilometers), denied the Herero access to vital daily needs, and waited for mass death.112 Additional troops were sent to Hereroland to conduct sweeps, kill, and incarcerate the Herero in concentration camps.

The DA crime concept helps resolve a historical debate over the meaning of the Vernichtungsbefehl and von Trotha’s actions. General von Trotha transformed traditional German military practices of total destruction of an enemy combatant force into absolute destruction of the entire enemy nation and took exclusive control of the revolt and colony (discussed in chapter 4).113 The same day the Vernichtungsbefehl was issued,114 Herero prisoners captured by von Trotha’s forces were given copies of the order and those convicted and sentenced to death via court-martial were hanged in front other others, who were subsequently driven into the veld.115 Reflecting on his decision-making process leading to the extermination order, von Trotha wrote in a letter:


Now I have to ask myself how to end the war with the Hereros. The views of the Governor and also a few old Afrikaners (alte Afrikaner) on the one hand, and my views on the other, differ completely. The first wanted to negotiate for some time already and regard the Herero nation as necessary labor material for the future development of the country. I believe that the nation as such should be annihilated, or, if this was not possible by tactical measures, have to be expelled from the country by operative means and further detailed treatment. This will be possible if the waterholes from Grootfontein to Gobabis are occupied. The constant movement of our troops will enable us to find the small groups of the nation who have moved back westwards and destroy them gradually.116



General von Troth later opined:


I find it most appropriate that the nation [Hereros] perishes instead of infecting our soldiers and diminishing their supplies of water and food. Apart from that, mildness on my side would only be interpreted as weakness by the other side. They have to perish in the Sandveld or try to cross the Bechuanaland.117



The German policy of annihilation in GSWA did not rely solely on concentration camps or directly killing the Herero with bullets. Rather, these tools were used to drive the Herero further into the Omaheke Desert and destroy them gradually. The Germans successfully and alarmingly combined the annihilatory potentials of displacement and deprivation in 1904. The policy of shooting men and shooting over women was designed to force the Herero to escape somewhere. That “somewhere” was farther into the desert, where no resources could be found and where Herero bodies slowly degraded in the scorching sun and endless sands of an inhospitable climate.



Colonial Violence and the Kaiser

The genocidal DA crimes against the Herero mirror forms of violence in other colonies. Floggings, lashings, and capital punishment were common everywhere.118 Exceptionally, the Deutsch-Ostafrika Maji Maji Rebellion (1905) incorporated genocidal starvation tactics. The Great Hunger (njaa) killed hundreds of thousands on the orders of Gustav Adolf von Götzen who said, “Only hunger and want can bring about a final submission. Military actions alone will remain more or less a drop in the ocean.”119 German military culture regarding Africans was inherently racist and violent beyond legitimate military methods. Widespread violence against combatants and noncombatants was common to suppress revolts. Relatedly, General von Trotha’s assertion that he could not rescind his orders without express written permission from the kaiser begs the question: How much did Kaiser Wilhelm II know about the genocidal plans in GSWA, and did he order the plans in the first place?

Writing to General Alfred von Schlieffen, von Trotha stated, “[The Herero] will try to regain possession of their old pastureland by force or by complete submission.”120 The German solution was to annihilate this possibility through the intentional destruction of the Herero group. Jeremy Sarkin provides a brilliant analysis of the kaiser’s role in genocide in GSWA, arguing that the kaiser’s penchant for violent outbursts; racist views of Africans; and advocation for murder, rape, and torture as weapons to suppress uprisings influenced his fixation on “revenge” against those he perceived as wronging Germany: the Herero.121 For example, in 1894 the kaiser ordered Leutwein to annihilate the Witbooi Nama if they did not surrender (Witbooi surrendered when Leutwein informed him of this order). The kaiser handpicked von Trotha to lead German troops in GSWA due to his famed brutality, which the kaiser wholeheartedly supported.

It is reasonable to assume that the kaiser did have knowledge of the Vernichtungsbefehl and the genocidal policies, supported them, perhaps ordered them himself, and definitely approved of their implementation in GSWA. Messages from von Trotha to imperial chancellor Bernard von Bülow reveal a detailed information-sharing regarding the genocide throughout German military, political, and bureaucratic circles. Additionally, personal communications between von Trotha and the kaiser demonstrate clear knowledge and acceptance of the violence in GSWA.122 Knowledge of von Trotha’s order was not immediate, particularly for Leutwein, politicians in the Reichstag, and some in colonial leadership positions. Once the order was known, von Trotha attempted to downplay its significance and tried to cover his tracks in terms of genocide. However, even when the antiwar and rights-espousing Social Democrats learned of the atrocities in the colonies, their initial fury in the Reichstag ultimately tapered into a silent condonation of it.123 In terms of command responsibility, the kaiser should have at least known of the genocide, and von Trotha acted as such.




Genocide as Extreme Colonial Policy in German South-West Africa

In a 1905 letter to Bülow, von Trotha noted, “Qui tacet, consentire videtur” (He who keeps silent seems to consent).124 German policies in GSWA should be understood as (1) genocidal and (2) approved of or at least known of by high German authorities. Genocide made institutional sense and aligned with German politics and thinking on race, land, national pride (arrogance), military culture, and victory. This made genocide in GSWA not only the personal policy of von Trotha but something that was culturally acceptable and official state policy. As a result, German soldiers carried out their orders dutifully and systematically drove the Herero farther into the Kalahari, with no possibility of escape. The genocidal kettling DA crimes in GSWA were swift and ruthless.







4
Extermination


Germany’s Genocide of the Herero (1904–1908)


The DA crimes against the Herero were a process of annihilation. The revolt of the Herero began in December 1903 and formalized in January 1904.1 The revolt climaxed on 11 August 1904 at Waterberg, and instead of peace talks, as was standard Leutwein practice, von Trotha ordered the annihilation of the Herero using direct methods.2 However, the Herero broke through the German encirclement and escaped into the Omaheke.3 Displacement quickly became a strategy of annihilation as the Herero were forcibly contained in the Omaheke without vital daily needs.4 General von Trotha’s diary reads, “Feldherero, women, and children come in droves asking for water. I have given renewed orders to drive them all back with force.”5 The Omaheke was cordoned off through a ring of German forces that confined the Herero to the desert and their deaths.6 Tens of thousands were killed by deprivation in the Omaheke in just weeks among the sands.7 Once the extermination order was lifted on 12 December 1904, the Germans created concentration camps and slave labor systems, which finished the genocidal work the desert could not. From Waterberg, to farther into the Omaheke, to sites of attrition and massacre, the unfolding process of annihilation against the Herero is a lethal example of a kettling DA crime.


Making Displacement Atrocity Crimes Possible


Elimination of Humanitarianism: Racism and Hysteria

The Herero revolted to eliminate German influence in Namibia.8 The Germans, however, were not going to let one of their most prized colonial possessions fall to (be liberated by) Africans.9 The fear of humiliation by Africans in a colonial setting was exacerbated by racism and hysteria in Germany.10 For David Olusoga and Casper W. Erichsen, “The racial contempt that both settlers and soldiers felt towards the Africans was compounded by their frustrations, impatience, and greed. The result was a wave of violence and abuse.… Official reports of beatings, rapes, and murders committed in the years up to 1904 speak of a colony slipping out of control, in which isolated settlers and Schutztruppe officers were able to act with almost complete impunity against ordinary Herero and Nama, and even members of the wealthy elite.”11 Sjambok (hippopotamus-skin whips)—used in other German colonies—were used with great frequency against Namibians. A simple leering gaze or a perceived slight was enough to warrant vicious punishment, and colonial racism infected all institutions.12 Reflective of general German attitudes, the Schutztruppe and district officers had reputations for using extreme measures toward Africans.13 For example, in mid-1903 Herero chief Zacharias Zeraua, his wife, their young baby, and their other children traveled by wagon from Omaruru to Karibib. Dietrich, a young German, asked to ride along with them, and Zeraua agreed, then fed him a fried sheep’s liver for dinner (a local delicacy). Later in the night, Zeraua was awakened by the sound of Dietrich’s revolver killing his wife. Dietrich was initially charged with manslaughter and found innocent; a later charge of murder led to a lenient sentence of three years’ confinement and early release so he could become a noncommissioned officer in GSWA.14 In instances of sexual violence, it was not uncommon for an African female accuser to be charged with bearing false testimony against a German perpetrator and be sentenced to jail or whipping.15

The settler colonial apparatus denigrated the existence of Africans, so it is no surprise that settlers saw opportunity in the Herero revolt. Dr. Reinecke, writing in Deutsche Kolonialzeitung, believed that the captured Herero should be punitively sent to Samoa as slave laborers. A farmer named Eismann (in Deutsch-Ostafrika) wrote to imperial chancellor Prince Bülow to request between one thousand and two thousand Herero for ten years as slave laborers on his forty-thousand-hectare plantation.16 Newspaper articles in both Germany and in GSWA propagandized Herero atrocities against settlers (which did not occur). This defamatory propaganda incited hysteria among Germans and justified violence against the Herero. A missionary, J. Irle, attempted to dispel the propaganda, writing in Der Reichsbote: “Certain newspapers report that appalling atrocities have been perpetrated by the Herero, alleging that they have massacred the wives of settlers and also castrated a number of men. As far as the latter assertion is concerned, they have indeed done so in the case of whites who have raped their womenfolk in the most brutal manner.… As for the reports about women who have allegedly been slaughtered and disemboweled, these have been shown to be fabrications.”17 His voice, however, was drowned out by a chorus of hate. Propaganda recast atrocities as necessary and legitimate. Some soldiers believed a hundred Herero should be executed for the death of a single German soldier and that the Herero should be encircled and “blown to bits by artillery fire.”18 The German Imperial Colonial Office actively participated in the violent misinformation campaign, as “words like ‘make a clean sweep, hang them, shoot them to the last man, give no quarter’ ” spread like wildfire.19

The polarizing statements, articles, directorates, and beliefs polarized Germans against the Herero. Settlers believed they had no reason to assist the Herero, not only due to racism and hysteria but because settlers were direct beneficiaries of crimes. Settlers could gain more and secure current land without the Herero. The pervasive dehumanization of African peoples through racism and hysteria was the crucial background for DA crime perpetration, as it eliminated possibilities for humanitarian relief to the Herero during displacement.



Sociopolitical Disruption: Centralized Power and Silenced Critiques

The complex power-sharing agreements between Governor Leutwein and the Maharero family (father and son) demolished political opposition to colonial expansion. These agreements systematically weakened possibilities for Herero disruptions of colonialism and made revolt one of the last avenues for redress in GSWA. Short-term and shortsighted agreements centralized temporary powers with the Mahareros for the long-term benefit and empowerment of Leutwein and the Germans. From the 1870s to 1890s, there were at least four power centers among the Herero leaders: Maharero Tjamuaha of Okahandja (later his son Samuel), Manasse Tjisiseta of Omaruru, Kambazembi of Otjozondjupa, and Kahimemua Nguvauva at Otjihaenena. Many called on these men for help in their own inter- and intragroup disputes.20 Maharero Tjamuaha recognized opportunity and used German influence to centralize power with him personally, with negotiations often incorporating binge-drinking events so that Maharero would concede to outrageous German demands quickly and easily. The socioeconomic state of the Herero deteriorated, and there were significant fault lines among the Herero.21

Maharero’s death on 7 October 1890 left a power vacuum, which further exacerbated these faults. Herero succession is based on patrilineal and matrilineal lines, clan politics, and cattle ownership.22 Four men laid claim to the paramount chieftaincy: Samuel Maharero, Riarua (Samuel’s stepbrother), Kaviseri (Samuel’s adopted brother), and Nicodemus Kavikunua (Samuel’s nephew from a male relative). Samuel—as a Herero and a Christian—had access to German power the others did not, and his claims to leadership were supported by the Rhenish Missionary Society and colonial authorities who had an active interest in maintaining a malleable Maharero as a leader and negotiating partner.23 During this dispute, Samuel “effectively became the paramount chief of a people who refused to recognize him, and of territories which were either beyond his control, or under constant threat of Witbooi attack.”24 Those Witbooi attacks were eliminated by Samuel and the Germans. Through the defeat of the Nama, Samuel’s own position became weaker, as there was no single enemy for the Herero to be united against. The Herero turned their attentions inward.25 With German backing, Samuel swept aside all contenders for the paramount chieftaincy in 1893 and agreed to German concessions, most importantly establishing garrisons in and around Hereroland.26 His rule did not go unchallenged, as Manasse Tjisiseta declared his independence. The Germans helped Samuel to suppress this disloyalty and Manasse recognized Maharero. Nicodemus Kavikunua, Tjetjo Kandji, Riarua, Kambazembi and other northern chiefs, Katarre, and Daniel Kariko were all brought under the central dictates of Samuel through heavy-handed political treaties brokered with the Germans.27

The strong-handed tactics used to secure Samuel’s paramount chieftaincy were central to the divide-and-rule strategy, which silenced critics and eliminated opportunities for additional Herero power centers to develop resistance to colonial expansion. This sociopolitical disruption meant that every politically expedient agreement Samuel made with the Germans that favored the colonizers empowered him personally and disempowered the Herero. While Maharero became temporarily stronger (and systematically weaker), the Herero as a group became weaker. Foreign colonial intervention into Herero politics meant that when revolt finally occurred, Herero power had been almost completely chiseled away, as Samuel’s powers had been chiseled away. Any opportunities for the Herero to disrupt path-dependent processes of dispossession, disenfranchisement, dissatisfaction, and the expansion of foreign control of Namibia were lost due to the power centralization of the Herero polity in a power-hungry Samuel at the expense of other Herero leaders and the Herero polity more broadly.

The blame for disempowerment cannot solely be placed on Samuel, though, as perhaps any actor in Namibia at that time who enjoyed the protection and power of German support would have acted in a similar way. This is the inherent venom of settler colonialism: it strains previous social relations, destroys political orders, and imposes new forms of the politics of repression. These systems elevate colonizers at the expense of the colonized, using the latter to the benefit of the former.



Elimination of Resistance: The Revolt of the Herero

The elimination of Herero resistance sealed the fates of the Herero and made DA crimes possible. From the initial battles to the Battle of Waterberg, the German strategy changed considerably. Leutwein’s multiple-front attrition warfare allowed the Herero to gain early military victories, but these were short-lived. While von Trotha was unable to destroy the Herero at Waterberg, he was soon able to destroy them gradually in the Kalahari.28 Without the means to resist German atrocity perpetration, the Herero were annihilated.


Leutwein’s Tribulations: January to April. The Herero plan of attack was twofold: (1) attack German forts, transportation networks, and communication lines to disrupt German forces; and (2) liberate land and cattle.29 Maharero believed that if farms were captured, the colonial government would fold and the Germans would lose interest in the colony. It was Herero policy to not target civilians, as Daniel Kariko, under-chief of the Herero, noted:


We decided that we should wage war in a humane manner and would kill only the German men who were soldiers, or who would become soldiers. We met at secret councils and there our chiefs decided that we should spare the lives of all German women and children. The missionaries, too, were to be spared, and they, their wives and families and possessions were to be protected by our people from all harm. We also decided to protect all British and Dutch farmers and settlers and their wives and children and property as they had always been good to us. Only German males were regarded as our enemies, and then not young boys who could not fight these also we spared. We gave the Germans and all others notice that we had declared war.30



Even Governor Leutwein favorably agreed the firm line drawn between combatants and noncombatants by the Herero, though settlers and soldiers often did not reciprocate these ideals.31 Within days of Maharero’s 12 January 1904 order to capture German farms, 123 German settlers were killed on the 267 farms and businesses targeted.32 In response, settlers published in newspapers inflated casualty lists of Germans killed, often accompanied by jingoistic cartoons of the Herero.33

At the outbreak of hostilities, colonial German forces numbered approximately one thousand men (reinforced by 1,576 officers and men, 10 artillery pieces, 6 machine guns, and 1,000 horses from Germany in February 1904) versus ten thousand lightly armed Herero soldiers. Leutwein’s strategy was threefold:

1.   Create unbreakable contact with all garrisons

2.   Force the Herero away from railroads to protect supply lines

3.   Divide and conquer the Herero in smaller groups using overwhelming German firepower in concentrated areas34

These diverse and contradictory orders necessitated the division of the German forces into three sections, and the railroad system allowed for quick transport.35 The western section (Omaruru and Outjo)—composed of seasoned colonial troops and fresh Schutztruppe—made successive gains. The eastern section (Gobabis and Bechuanaland), however, was in complete disarray due to poor leadership, exhaustion from continual movement, and typhus. Amazingly, the main section (commanded by Leutwein in and around railroad lines) fared worse: it was handily defeated at the Battle of Okahandja (11 March 1904) and almost annihilated at Mount Onganjira (7 April 1904).36

Table 4.1

Major Engagements and Estimated Losses during the Herero Revolts





	Date

	Place

	Herero lossesa

	German losses






	12–20 January 1904

	Opening battles

	25?

	100




	2 February 1904

	Omaruru

	50

	15




	25 February 1904

	Otjihinamaperero

	50

	12




	4 March 1904

	Klein Barmen

	10?

	6




	13 March 1904

	Owikokorero

	10?

	30




	9 April 1904

	Onganjira

	100

	20




	13 April 1904

	Owiumbo

	10?

	25




	TOTALS

	
	250?

	210




	SOURCE: Bridgman, Revolt of the Hereros, 108; Military Section, German General Staff, Die Kämpfe der deutschen Truppen in Südwestafrika, 1:157.




	a Numbers shown with question marks (?) are based on the most accurate figures available; precise numbers may never be known.







Despite initial gains, by March 1904 shortages plagued the Herero, and the number of armed soldiers favored the Germans (see table 4.1). However, “by April the German troops were despondent, discouraged, and demoralized and their leaders were in despair. The greatest military machine in the world had ground to an inglorious halt, and it was unclear when and how it would be set in motion again.”37 Leutwein wrote, “In order to encircle [for peace talks] the 50,000 people we would have to bring together more men than this water-poor and resourceless land could sustain.”38 German troops were plagued by overstretched supply lines, lack of communications equipment, and a general unpreparedness for desert fighting. Leutwein’s combat effectiveness had been reduced by one-third, and the Herero held vast swaths of land and cattle.39



General von Trotha’s Total Victory: April to August. National pride and “war fever” led the kaiser to initially appoint his highest military officer—General von Schlieffen—to oversee the war effort.40 After the embarrassments of Herero victories, the kaiser overrode military command structures and appointed von Trotha as commander of all forces in GSWA. General von Trotha transferred all civilian authority to himself on 11 June 1904, imposed martial law, and undermined Leutwein, who eventually resigned in November 1904.41 Thus, instead of facing a demoralized Leutwein, the Herero came up against an imperious von Trotha.42 The constructed racial superiority complex of von Trotha and his Schutztruppe made retreat at the hands of Africans unthinkable, and the annihilation of the Herero was considered as early as February 1904.43

After the battle at Owiumbo (13 April 1904), the Herero fled farther away from the Germans and congregated at Waterberg due to the costs of their pyrrhic victories.44 This retreat effectively ceased hostilities as the Herero awaited a peace treaty.45 Waterberg is a high plateau covered in fig trees (which Herero believed allowed their ancestors to climb down from heaven onto earth) and fed by an immense aquifer network.46 After weeks at Waterberg and despite declining water conditions, dehydration, and typhus among cattle and people, the Herero declined escape to Ovamboland to the north.47 General von Trotha waited for two months to advance on Herero positions and destroy the Herero using guns and artillery.48 The German plans at Waterberg reflected a Wilhelminian total victory: a single, decisive battle. General Berthold Karl Adolf von Deimling noted: “My soldier’s blood was agitated. For thirty years I had served in the peacetime army … and during that time I had thought through all the aspects of war. I knew very well, however, that the real test of my profession was to face the enemy in the field.”49 General von Trotha recalled to field marshal Karl von Bülow in January 1905: “I asked the General Staff chief several months ago [vor Monaten] whether His Majesty agreed with my harsh stance. I never received an answer. Qui tacet, consentire videtur. I had to assume that my position was approved at the highest level.”50 The kaiser’s silent, tacit approval of the annihilatory tactics emboldened von Trotha.51 On the morning of 11 August 1904, northern units began the engagement, which soon spread across all lines. The Herero and the Germans fought ferociously, and the materially depleted Herero soldiers were no match for the German strength of “25 companies of mounted troops, 36 artillery pieces, and 14 machine guns.”52 The Germans suffered only forty-five casualties (12 twelve killed, 33 thirty-three wounded).53

Total destruction at Waterberg was planned for weeks and may have occurred had it not been for the incompetent actions of southeastern units along the Kalahari, the weakest in the German force and commanded by Colonel von der Heyde.54 Their hasty advances to Hamakari and Waterberg station, suppression, and retreat led to a small gap in the lines. Late in the day, when the Herero recognized their impending annihilation, they poured through this gap into the Kalahari Desert to escape. General von Trotha was furious, going so far as to threaten Heyde with a court-martial. Captain Heinrich von Welek, commanding a reserve force at Waterberg, wrote to his father:


Headquarters was not prepared for the eventuality that a people of sixty thousand and perhaps as many cattle, could escape wholesale after so many months of careful preparation. The first order came five days after the breakthrough; until then complete planlessness reigned, and an unbelievable lack of supplies. Medical facilities were not remotely up to the large requirements. Wounded officers lay for weeks on the ground and lacked the barest necessities. Horses died like flies, because the Herero had not left a blade of grass. And then came typhoid with its dreadful victims, the result of the concentration of men and animals, of bad water and little food.55



General von Trotha was unable to destroy the Herero, though he was able to destroy Herero soldiers. The German imperial history of the Herero revolt succinctly captures the subsequent near-complete annihilation of the Herero: “The hasty exit of the Herero to the southeast, into the waterless Omaheke would seal his fate; the environment of his own country was to bring about his extermination in a way that no German weapon, even in a most bloody or deadly battle, ever could.… [Their] death rattle and furious cry of insanity echoed in the exalted silence of eternity. The Herero indictment had come to an end and they had ceased to exist as an independent people.”56





Displacement Atrocity Crimes


Direct Killing: Area Denial

After Waterberg, the Germans planned to annihilate the Herero through targeted and ferocious massacres to induce displacement in the Omaheke. As such, indirect killing methods were made possible by direct methods.57 For the Germans, the war led to genocide under the terms “pursuit” and later “cordon.”58 An excerpt from a letter from the Imperial Colonial Office read:


The reports about the second Negro rebellion in South West Africa have filled all Germans with dismay. Our troops are facing a new, powerful, and savage enemy. It will be impossible for us to win victory by force unless we resort to some new stratagem. In order to give that race an idea of the power we wield over them it is necessary that our soldiers, whenever they withdraw, thoroughly poison their water supplies. After all, we are not fighting against an enemy respecting the rules of fairness, but against savages. Never must we allow the Negroes to prevail. The consequences of such a victory would be dire indeed since even now the Negroes believe that Africa belongs to them rather than to the Lord above.59



General von Trotha’s first order after Waterberg was to engage in Verfolgung (pursuit). German official history noted no less than twenty-six “battles,” “patrol engagements,” and “pursuit-battles” after the Battle of Waterberg.60 However, Colonel Deimling noted that “there were no real battles during the pursuit—the Herero’s resistance was completely broken.”61 In Isabel V. Hull’s interpretation: “While August and September thus brought frustration to the Germans [as they could not force the Herero to do battle], they brought mass death to the Herero. A great number, especially the old, ill, and women and children, died of starvation and thirst as they ran for their lives through the desert. But a great many were also shot to death, for the conduct of the war changed with Waterberg. The brutal potential of colonial warfare, sporadically evident even under Governor Leutwein, now burgeoned into methodical regularity.62 Paul Rohrbach, a German writer in GSWA, described von Trotha’s goals as “the absolute destruction of the enemy.”63 From Waterberg to the Vernichtungsbefehl, German troops relentlessly pursued the Herero into the Omaheke using direct violence to compel displacement.64 The general himself appeared shocked at the resilience of the Herero and their unwillingness to turn themselves over to the Germans, favoring certain death in the desert instead.65 When a group of Herero was offered “assistance” from the Germans, Gerard Kamaheke (a survivor) stated:


I sat there waiting, when suddenly the Germans opened fire on us. We were nearly surrounded, and my people tried to make their escape. I tried to fight my way through, but was shot in the right shoulder and fell to the ground, and I lay quite still and pretended to be dead. I was covered with blood. The German soldiers came along bayoneting the wounded; and as I did not move they thought I was dead already and left me. The chiefs Saul and Joel and all the other headmen were killed. I got up in the night and fled back to our camp, where I found our women and children still safe and also some survivors of my 70 men. We then fled away towards the Sandveld and scattered in all directions.66



Jan Kubas, a Griqua living at Grootfontein, noted:


The Germans took no prisoners. They killed thousands and thousands of women and children along the roadsides [who had collapsed or could not keep up with the main Herero groups]. They bayoneted them and hit them to death with the butt ends of their guns. Words cannot be found to relate what happened; it was too terrible. They were lying exhausted and harmless along the roads, and as the soldiers passed they simply slaughtered them in cold blood. Mothers holding babies at their breasts, little boys and little girls; old people too old to fight and old grandmothers, none received mercy; they were killed, all of them, and left to lie and rot on the veld for the vultures and animals to eat. They slaughtered until there were no more Hereros left to kill. I saw this every day; I was with them. A few Hereros managed to escape in the bush and wandered about, living on roots and wild fruits.67



Jan Cloete, a Baster attached to Captain Richard in the Fourth Field Company of Deimling’s unit at Waterberg, noted: “After the battle, all men, women, and children, wounded and unwounded, who fell into the hands of the Germans were killed without mercy. The Germans then pursued the others, and all stragglers on the roadside and in the veld were shot down and bayoneted. The great majority of the Herero men were unarmed and could make no fight.”68 In one particularly revealing episode, a Herero woman was found in the veld by von Troth and his personal staff. A German soldier named Konig dismounted his horse and approached the woman, who was frantically digging for roots and water. He stated he was going to kill her, and she replied, “I thank you.” He shot her in the head.69 Hangings and lynchings of the Herero were common in the camps as punitive measures, particularly against men in leadership positions.70 Thousands of Herero women were subjected to sexual violence.

Direct violence killed men, destroyed resistance, and drove the Herero farther into the veld and to their deaths. While many direct kills of the Herero with guns and bayonets occurred, many were lying on the ground already starved from their forced displacement in the Omaheke. These people had already been killed by DA crimes; direct methods only made their death immediate. Kettling DA crimes worked efficiently and rapidly and were based on direct violence to induce further displacement. Between August 1904 and November 1904—the initial and deadliest period of DA crimes—direct killing was used as a method to induce flight and displacement through water-hole defense and massacres.



Forced Displacement and Indirect Killing

There is scant literature available on the whirlwind destruction of the Herero in the Omaheke. The deterioration and degradation of Herero bodies in the Kalahari Desert was swift. The Herers generally tried to escape in three directions: eastward into Bechuanaland (British Cape Colony), westward into Hereroland through German lines, and northward into Ovamboland, though many died in their attempts to flee.71 The DA crimes instituted against the Herero were perpetrated in three waves: (1) pursuit, (2) cordon, and (3) imprisonment.


Pursuit: August to October 1904. The flight of the Herero from Waterberg was not supposed to happen. General von Trotha had wanted to annihilate them at Waterberg using direct killing methods. It is mere contingency that the Herero were able to escape from direct annihilation. However, this flight for salvation meant that the Herero inadvertently gave the Germans a drafting table to create new architectures of annihilation. General von Trotha’s experiences in colonial warfare led him to believe that rebellion could only be stopped by genocide and that displacement into the desert could be weaponized against the Herero. He wrote to Leutwein: “Throughout my period of duty here the eastern border of the colony will remain sealed off and terrorism will be employed against any Herero showing up. That nation must vanish from the face of the earth. Having failed to destroy them with guns, I will have to achieve my end in that way.”72 A power struggle between Leutwein and von Trotha broke out immediately after Leutwein received this message. Leutwein, already perturbed at his loss of power, wanted the Herero to be able to surrender and cabled Berlin, asking, “What, if any, political power and responsibility still rests with the Governor?”73 General von Trotha also cabled Berlin, stating that he could no longer work with an obdurate Leutwein, especially because he had been granted extraordinary powers by the kaiser and the German General Staff; he believed that he represented the true intentions of German colonial governance.74 Berlin sided with von Trotha and granted Leutwein home leave, and Leutwein’s efforts to bring a peaceable end to a brutal war were all but undermined. The Herero had to meet their fates on von Trotha’s genocidal terms.75

The Germans were perplexed at their strategic situation after Waterberg for three reasons. First, they felt extreme panic due to their failures. Second, military apparatuses were generally reluctant to assume responsibility for killing mass numbers of civilians despite rampant racism. Third, colonial troops believed that the fleeing Herero posed a serious threat to GSWA.76 In response to these problems, the Germans settled on the method of genocidal kettling by continually pursuing the Herero farther into the veld. Shooting toward civilians to kill them and to drive them farther into the desert became policy. An anonymous soldier noted the following interaction around 10 September 1904 when the patrol spotted “fleeing men and women, who made signs of wanting to surrender. As I was proceeding to take them prisoner, my guide, NCO Kutschke, started shooting against my orders. That caused them to run. Now we all shot at them, but because we did so from our horses, the results were naturally few, only two or three Herero fell.”77 With orders to shoot on sight and to drive the Herero farther into the desert, 1904 and 1905 were extremely costly years. According to the under-chief of Omaruru, Daniel Kariko:


The result of this war is known to everyone. Our people, men, women, and children were shot like dogs and wild animals. Our people have disappeared now. I see only a few left; their cattle and sheep are gone too, and all our land is owned by the Germans.… After the fight at Waterberg we asked for peace; but von Trotha said there would only be peace when we were all dead, as he intended to exterminate us. I fled to the desert with a few remnants of my stock and managed more dead than alive to get away far north.78



Hosea Mungunda, headman of the Herero at Windhoek, stated:


We were crushed and well-nigh exterminated by the Germans in the rising. With the exception of Samuel Maharero, Mutati, Trauati, Tjetjoo, Hosea and Kaijata (who fled to British territory) all our big chiefs and leaders died or were killed in the rising, and also the great majority of our people. All our cattle were lost and all other possessions such as wagons and sheep. At first the Germans took prisoners, but when General von Trotha took command no prisoners were taken. General von Trotha said, “No one is to live; men, women and children must all die.” We can’t say how many were killed.79



German actions at Ombakaha were some of the most brutal episodes of the campaign. Approximately three hundred Herero had made camp on the western edge of the Omaheke when they were tracked down by the Germans, who ordered them to surrender. Joel Kavezeri, the kaptein of this group of Herero, traveled with eighty of his men to accept the German offer of a peace treaty. Once they arrived, they offered customary tobacco at noon, but they were ambushed and killed during the talks.80 German official history of the Herero revolt categorizes German actions at Ombakaha as a “battle.” Massacres designed to kill and compel displacement were implemented throughout GSWA, as is documented in other imperial German documents.



Cordon: October to December 1904. Just as the Herero suffered privations of vital daily needs, the Germans were on the brink of a total collapse due to a lack of supplies and overextended lines.81 The Germans arrived at the last known location of the Herero, a major water hole called the Osombo zoWindimbe in early October 1904 and stopped their pursuit.82 Pursuit was another pyrrhic victory in GSWA. In response, von Trotha drew plans to use the Herero’s own momentum of flight against them by forming a 250-kilometer cordon around the Herero, covering an area of approximately 260,000 square kilometers.83 All water holes along the Omaheke-Waterberg boundary were occupied by the Germans, so the Herero had to flee farther into the desert seeking vital daily needs.84 The Schutztruppe also identified, occupied, and often poisoned the precious few water holes in the Omaheke to intentionally deprive the Herero of water.85 German soldiers often shot at or over the heads of the Herero who attempted escape or approached water holes, and the Herero were continually driven back into the desert by hailstorms of German bullets. If the water holes were poisoned, the Herero were allowed to drink the water and become ill, further depleting their bodies on the long trek in the Omaheke.86 The tens of thousands of Herero still in Hereroland were easy targets for the Germans to kill and enslave in sweeps.87

By November 1904, the Germans were faced with a painful dilemma: they could possibly annihilate the Herero but “with all horrors of typhus, malaria, and heart disease,” to quote von Schlieffen writing to Prince Bülow, that would grind their forces down.88 The Germans would have had to pursue the Herero even farther into the desert and perhaps even the British Cape Colony to totally annihilate them. General von Schlieffen noted, “While von Trotha’s intentions are commendable, he is powerless to carry them out”—thus the cordon action was justified.89 It became apparent to the German high command that negotiated peace was the only way forward in GSWA. By the time the Vernichtungsbefehl was lifted, the majority of the Herero had already been annihilated.

There are almost no reliable numbers from primary sources to accurately estimate how many Herero were displaced into the Omaheke. Deductively, it can be estimated that 55,000–60,000 Herero were able to escape to the southeast of Waterberg, out of a total Herero population of 80,000. By summer 1905, there were no more than 20,000 alive. Of the displaced, approximately 1,000 were able to reach the British Cape Colony, less than 1,000 were able to hide in Ovamboland, and less than 1,000 were able to hide in Namaqualand. There were also 14,769 (10,632 women and children and 4,137 men) Herero in German camps in September 1905 (sweep operations killed 1,000 Herero). In addition, there were 4,000–5,000 Herero in Bechuanaland, Namaqualand, and Ovamboland.90 A great number of Herero soldiers (approximately 3,500–6,000 soldiers in total were present at Waterberg) were killed by German forces (see table 4.2). These approximations mean that between 30,000 and 45,000 Herero were killed using DA crime policies in the immediate weeks following the Battle of Waterberg—50 to 75 percent of the displaced Herero. The remaining Herero were destroyed using forced labor, imprisonment in concentration camps, or executions over the next four years. DA crimes were fast and efficient killing mechanisms for the Germans.

Table 4.2

Approximations of Herero Displaced into the Omaheke





	Total Herero population (1904)

	~75,000−85,000






	Herero not at Waterberg

	−~5,000




	Herero who survived genocide

	−~15,000




	
	~55,000−65,000




	
	



	Herero at Waterberg

	~55,000−65,000




	Herero who escaped displacement

	−~3,000




	Herero soldiers killed at Waterberga

	−~3,000




	Herero killed in sweepsb

	−~1,000




	Herero in camps

	−~15,000




	Herero killed by DA crimes in the Omahekec

	~30,000−45,000




	SOURCE: Madley, “From Africa to Auschwitz,” 430–431; von Hammerstein, “The Herero,” 268–269; Ben Kiernan, Blood and Soil: A World History of Genocide and Extermination from Sparta to Darfur (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2007), 383–385; Erichsen, “Forced Labour in the Concentration Camp on Shark Island”; Drechsler, “Let Us Die Fighting”; Bridgman, Revolt of the Hereros; Gewald, Herero Heroes, 185–188; Bridgman and Worley, “Genocide of the Hereros,” 32; Hull, “Measure of Atrocity,” 42.




	a This figure is extremely controversial and will never be truly known. Based on estimations, this seems to be a logical inference, though the destruction of the imperial archives during WWII ensured that a standardized figure could never be reached.




	b This represents the number of Herero killed on sight during the flight from the displacement.




	c This figure cannot be trusted as wholly accurate, but the inferences made based on available evidence make logical sense. Historical records establish other solid figures for Herero who escaped, were killed during operations, and were imprisoned. This is a mere estimation of how many Herero were likely displaced.







The DA crimes were the most potent killing tool the Germans employed against the Herero. DA crimes were formalized as an official policy of extermination. Pursuit and cordon annihilated the majority of Herero in the first weeks of the genocide. In many respects, the straggler Herero who were shot, stabbed, and clubbed by the Germans were already dead, as the episode involving von Trotha and his staff best demonstrates. The Herero were the walking dead, and the direct killing the Germans inflicted was a swift end to their long suffering (not out of mercy, it should be noted). The DA crimes had depleted their bodies, which could no longer function due to the German weaponization of displacement and deprivation of vital daily needs in their creation of politically violent geographies in the Omaheke.



Imprisonment: January 1905 to Late 1908. The German plan morphed into a policy of accepting group surrenders of the Herero. General von Trotha was openly hostile to humanitarian efforts for the Herero, but Prince Bülow made the policy easier to tolerate, as the Vernichtungsbefehl’s lifting was not a cancellation of genocide but rather a shift in tactics. The Germans then imposed a concentration camp system featuring forced labor and mass executions.91 General von Trotha placed bounties on the heads of the Herero kapteins, and the killing of these remaining leaders was seen as central to inducing surrender. Kaiser Wilhelm—reluctant to depart from the policy of annihilation—later agreed that the price on the kapteins’ heads should be raised.92 The goal of the continued surrender strategy was to bring the Herero to the Germans, not to have the Germans pursuing the Herero at great cost. While von Trotha was enraged and demanded the Vernichtungsbefehl be reinitiated, he ultimately deferred to the kaiser’s orders by December 1904.93 Of the thousands of Herero in Hereroland, DA crime survivors and those sheltering in place were forced to scrape out an existence on roots, berries, and precious little water. Most were taken to concentration camps and were killed through attrition. The Herero who reached Ovamboland had a difficult time surviving as well.94

The Germans modeled the Herero concentration camps (Konzentrationslager) off the British-run Boer concentration camps during the Second Boer War.95 The man responsible for suggesting the geschlossenen Niederlassungen (confined areas—the camps) was Lieutenant Count von Stillfried, who had been in GSWA since 1900 and was trusted by the kaiser.96 In April 1904, there were 4,033 Herero prisoners being held by the Germans, first in local collection camps, then in GSWA-wide concentration camps.97 By December 1905, there were 13,216 Herero prisoners.98 By July 1906, there were 17,018 Herero prisoners scattered throughout GSWA, a majority of whom (75 percent) were women and children. Prisoners were subjected to horrible conditions and were forced to work, often carrying bags of grain as heavy as 100–160 pounds per person per trip.99 Shark Island was the most notorious concentration camp, just off the coast of Lüderitzbucht. Here, “the prisoners were living, half starved, on the edge of the South Atlantic in huts made of rags and being forced to carry out manual labor in ice-cold water. They were dying of malnutrition, exposure, and exhaustion.”100 Prisoners died at a rate of fifteen to fifty per week.101 There were at least five thousand prisoners at Shark Island at any time, double the population of Lüderitz itself.102 A former prisoner at Shark Island testified:


Men, women, and children were all huddled together. We had no proper clothing, no blankets, and the night air on the sea was bitterly cold. The people died there like flies that had been poisoned. The great majority died there. The little children and the old people died first, and then the women and the weaker men. No day passed without many deaths. We begged and prayed and appealed for leave to go back to our own country, which is warmer, but the Germans refused. Those men who were fit had to work during the day in the harbor and railway depots. The younger women were selected by the soldiers and taken to their camps as concubines.103



Herero bodies were dumped into the sea, and corpses washed up on the beaches—ironically, the very German settlers who dehumanized and called for the Herero’s extermination were horrified at the sight of the bodies to the point where they called the police in fear. The bodies were then buried in shallow graves to hide evidence of the genocide.104 Most of the Herero who were sent to the camps arrived severely malnourished, and many thousands died in captivity.105 “Tuberculosis, dysentery, scurvy, typhoid and typhus” wreaked havoc on the captured Herero.106 The Konzentrationslager system enticed some of the Herero out of their desert retreat with false promises of a dignified surrender, only to be incarcerated in these places of death.107 The Herero were worked to death in public and private projects.108 Settlers contracted Herero prisoners through colonial offices for labor, taking on the responsibility of their vital daily needs. However, the settlers were reminded that the Herero were prisoners and should be treated as such, leading to widespread abuse and continuation of genocidal attrition by private individuals and companies in addition to state apparatuses.109 The Herero were forced to build railway lines between Usakos and Otavi, Lüderitz and Keetmanshoop, and Lüderitz and Aus; others offloaded ships; and others worked in mines in German and British-controlled regions.110

Herero women and girls were subjected to widespread rape and sexual violence and were beaten or killed if they refused.111 After 1905, medical experimentation in the camps took place, which later had ties to National Socialism.112 Of the approximately 17,000 prisoners in German hands, 6,000 had been killed by attrition policies by 1907; by 1911, the Herero population had been all but annihilated, with only 15,130 Herero overall still alive.113 The notorious anthropologist Eugen Fischer is the most recognizable of all the German scholars who spent time studying the peoples of Namibia without their consent. It should be noted that German scientists also took hundreds of dismembered African bodies to Germany for future research.114

Through his studies at Shark Island, Fischer called for the rejection of mixed-marriages between Nordic whites and Africans, the Mischlinge (“colored, Jewish, and Gypsy hybrids” in his own words), and other “inferior races.”115 Fischer became a prominent voice, and his conceptions of European superiority found great traction.116 He held prestigious academic positions, received grants from institutions like the Rockefeller Foundation (1918), joined the Nazi Party (1932), and served as director of the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute of Anthropology, Human Heredity, and Eugenics.117 Fischer and other leading Social Darwinist scholars proliferated conceptions of race hygiene (Rassenhygiene) and eugenics (Eugenik) during the Weimar period in Germany, thus laying the foundations for later National Socialist ideologies.118 His institute was headed by his former student, Otmar Freiherr von Verschuer, who had become a prominent researcher on genetics and internal medicine with a focus on twins. Verschuer later produced a student who became a notorious Nazi perpetrator: Josef Mengele.119 Thus, the twisted road to Auschwitz began in Lüderitzbucht.




Assimilation and Survival

There were also elements of assimilationism employed in Namibia. The war, genocide, and legislation (native ordinances) ensured that the Herero would be landless, leaderless, and without autonomy.120 The Herero could no longer resist colonialism. The missionary societies that first arrived at Angra Pequena with the goal of converting Africans to Christianity now had a captive population to proselytize. Rhenish, Lutheran, Catholic, Wesleyan, and other Christian denominations converted the Herero en masse during their incarcerations in the prison camps.

The missionaries provided vital daily needs to the newly converted Herero in the camps and negotiated with the military for labor-free Sundays.121 This material assistance certainly played at least some role in the conversions of the Herero. For Gewald, the Herero became Christians not “solely for personal cynical secular gain” but “for a variety of reasons, which ranged from identity and solace to organization, protection, and information.… Christianity provided the Herero with organization, protection, meaning—in what appeared to be a meaningless world—and allowed them to re-establish a society.”122 While Christianity may have provided a communal connection for the Herero, it also worked to eliminate traditional beliefs and would not have been possible if not for DA crimes. The conversions served an important purpose: the pacification of Herero resistance. The conversion to Christianity meant that traditional Herero ceremonies and cultural practices were replaced or modified with Christian motifs. Christianity and its bonding institutions allowed the Herero to survive as a people, but their practices were forever disrupted due to genocide.123




Germany’s Genocide of the Herero

The Herero Genocide was ruthless and unfolding, contingent process. The forced displacement element of the Herero Genocide, during the first few weeks of pursuit in the Kalahari Desert, is understudied and requires further examination as most narratives focus on the actions at the Waterberg and the construction of a concentration camp system. The combination of physical exertion from movement, the dire lack of water, the inability to gather resources vital to life, and the persistent German denial of vital daily needs and forced displacement policies manifested in a near-total annihilation of the Herero people.







5
Inescapability


Germany’s Genocide of the Nama (1905–1908)


Unlike the Herero, the Nama were subjected to genocide by attrition policies, not DA crimes. While both groups were victims of German violence during the same times and spaces, this variance in outcomes can be explained by unfulfilled variables in the DA crime causal pathway (geography, asymmetric power distribution, and sociopolitical upheavals). This chapter features empirical and theoretical explorations of the Nama counter-case.

The Nama were contributors to the genocide of the Herero until it came time for the Nama to launch their own resistance.1 However, the German colonial newspaper, Deutsch-Südwestafrikan Zeitung, argued, “We must not bury the hatchet until all tribes have been disarmed. We must also settle accounts with Hendrick Witbooi who, while hypocritically feigning friendship, seems to have been instrumental in fomenting the rebellion.”2 Africans were typically referred to as “Kaffirs”—a racial epithet used to refer to Black southern Africans.3 Such was the German view of the Nama: as disloyal subhumans who could not be trusted until they were disarmed. This belief persisted, and the roots of the Nama revolt reside in systematic appropriation of Nama lands, the destruction of traditional institutions and systems of life, and parallel stressors that the Germans faced.

Two aspects make the Nama revolt unique. First, the Nama numbered one-quarter of the Herero population (80,000 Herero versus 20,000 Nama), which made the German constraining of the Nama into small colonial geographies less stressful on the Nama population. Because of this, the Nama did not feel the same imminent stresses the Herero did leading up to their revolt. Second, and most importantly, the most crucial factor in triggering the Nama revolt was the Herero genocide. The Germans wanted to “make it hot” for the Nama by disarming them, subjecting them to religious zealotry, and destroying what it meant to be Nama.4 Hendrik Witbooi, Jakob Marengo (incorrectly spelled “Morenga” in German documents), and other Nama kapteins decided to fight for their right to self-determination in retaliation.5

The Nama abandoned their “wait-and-see attitude” in mid-September 1904, when nineteen Nama from the one-hundred-strong contingent with the Germans escaped back to Witbooi and told him of the horrors the revolt had turned into (genocide of the Herero).6 Seeing the inevitability of being targeted by the Germans, Witbooi began to prepare for war. Simon Kooper’s Fransman community, the Manasse Noreseb Red Nation, Hans Hendrick’s Veldschoendragers, and Jakob Marengo’s Nama decided to fight (Marengo was already engaged in light battles with the Germans at the time).7 Christian Goliath’s Berseba tribe, Paul Frederiks’s Bethanie people, and the Keetmanshoop tribe refused to fight because they were heavily influenced by colonial missionaries and did not want to fight fellow Christians.8 Governor Leutwein originally believed that individual Nama kapteins could be played off one another and isolated and defeated militarily in order to reestablish German hegemony.9 After Marengo’s early military successes, the Germans sent von Trotha and the Schutztruppe to Namaqualand in spring 1905 to deal with the Nama uprising.10 The revolt of the Nama—in which a ragtag and underequipped Nama force numbering no more than two thousand at any point outwitted a far superior force of fifteen thousand German Schutztruppe—went surprisingly well for the Nama and lasted until 19 November 1905. Until that point, the Nama would harass the Germans and withdraw to the Omaheke to hide until they struck again. However, on 19 November, the Witbooi Nama staged a raid on a German supply convoy near Fahlgras, and Witbooi was struck and killed by a bullet.11 “Nothing could have been more uplifting than this message,” von Trotha was quoted as saying.12 Soon after, the Witbooi Nama capitulated, though other Nama held out for months and years later.13

General von Trotha’s actions against the Herero caused a political stir in Germany (not necessarily for the brutality but for the costs Germany incurred and the failure to fully annihilate the Herero threat), and he desperately needed a quick victory against the Nama. Once Hendrick Witbooi was killed, von Trotha wanted to make a swift face-saving exit from GSWA, which he did on 19 November 1905.14 His departure left a strange political situation in GSWA: Leutwein had been replaced as governor by Friedrich von Lindequist (who wanted military action), and von Trotha left the military matters in the hands of Colonel Dame (who wanted to end the Nama war).15 Colonel Dame telegrammed the General Staff in Germany and laid out his plans for the Nama: “Liberty is not synonymous with freedom of movement. Enforced settlement at specified locations, permanent military supervision, and the obligation to perform labor in return for food rather than wages will make this a highly restricted form of liberty. The only difference between their treatment and that of prisoners of war is in the field of accommodation, the purpose being to encourage others to follow suit.”16 For Horst Drechsler, “It was not humanitarian considerations that prompted the military to offer the Nama somewhat more liberal terms, but the awareness that there was no other way for them to terminate a war they were incapable of winning by military means. It should be noted that the Germans failed to live up to their part of the bargain. In contravention of the treaty concluded, the Witboois were first taken to Windhoek and later to Shark Island.”17 Once various Nama began to surrender, they were sent to concentration camps and sites of forced labor and were denied vital daily needs; in all, approximately 50 percent of the Nama population died due to the combined effects of warfare and genocidal attrition policies.18 Despite this revolt starting later, the Herero and the Nama were killed together in these places. After von Trotha and Dame, then colonel Berthold Karl Adolf von Deimling was sent to GSWA to oversee these policies after 1906.19 The Germans knew exactly how many Nama were dying in the camps as early as 1906, and though they were somewhat worried about the international and domestic reaction to their policies of attrition, they declined to change course and continued with their genocidal policies.20 While Nama who had not been captured were allowed to live in Namaqualand—because the Germans did not want to “rekindle the rebellion”—by 1907 the Germans had reneged on their promises of noninterference by fully expropriating these lands.21

There are three key variables in the DA theory that went unfulfilled, leading not to DA crimes but to a different form of violence (genocide by attrition) against the Nama (see table 5.1). First, the Nama exploited the Omaheke Desert as a space for guerilla warfare, which prevented the Germans from exploiting this space as a geography for genocide. Second, while German forces were numerically superior to those of the Nama, they were unable to quickly adapt to Nama guerilla warfare strategies and tactics, which meant that there was initially a different kind of asymmetric power distribution in GSWA. Third, the timing of the Nama revolt meant that the sociopolitical upheavals that can lead to DA crimes led to other forms of atrocity. These three central variables in the causal pathways to DA crimes were disrupted, and instead of DA crimes, the Germans used direct killing (desert warfare) and indirect killing (the established concentration camp system) to commit genocide against the Nama.


Geography: Other Uses for Space

Namaqualand is located in the south of Namibia, filled with rolling hills, spring wildflowers, and life—just adjacent to the inhospitable Namib and Omaheke Deserts. Rich in natural resources that are perfect for cattle farming, agriculture, capital movement, and mining, this region straddled the borders of GSWA and the Cape Colony.22 Windhoek—the capital of Namibia—was close to Namaqualand, and this geographic proximity forced the Germans to take Nama threats of revolt seriously. The most important reason the Omaheke was not weaponized against the Nama is because the Nama had already weaponized the Omaheke against the Germans. Learning from the Herero revolt, the Nama wanted to avoid a concentric battle, which von Trotha so desired.23 If the badly outmatched Nama met the Germans in such a confrontation, they would have been handily dispatched.24 Instead of this strategy, the Nama exploited a major weakness of the Germans: by 1905, the Germans had exhausted themselves by pursuing a policy of DA crimes against the Herero in the Omaheke and had no appetite to give chase again in the Omaheke.25 The Nama successfully employed guerrilla warfare strategies and tactics against the Germans, hitting them where they were most vulnerable and then swiftly retreating into the Omaheke to move hundreds of kilometers to the next ambush site.26 This style of warfare completely denied the Germans the ability to find the Nama, let alone destroy them, in the Omaheke. Thus, the existence of a geography conducive to DA crimes is insufficient in explaining why DA crimes occur. More importantly, the Germans did not hold hegemony over the Omaheke Desert, which meant that this political geography was denied to them as a space of genocide perpetration.

Table 5.1

Herero Genocide versus Nama Genocide Causal Pathways





	Focused variables

	Herero genocide

	Nama genocide






	DA crimes

	Yes

	No




	Geography

	Hereros destroyed in the Omaheke

	Namas use Omaheke as a space for resistance and deny its use for genocide




	Asymmetric power distribution

	Hereros defeated militarily; Germans do not follow typical conflict resolution

	Namas use guerilla warfare strategies and frustrate German colonial troops




	Sociopolitical upheavals

	Timing of the Herero revolt contributes to German strategy of DA crimes

	Timing of the Nama revolt causes Germans to use concentration camps instead of DA crimes




	Methods of violence

	DA crimes

Concentration camps

Forced labor

Massacres

Cultural destruction

	Concentration camps

Forced labor

Warfare

Cultural destruction









Asymmetric Power Distribution: Flipping the Script

The most important reason the Germans did not pursue DA crime policies against the Nama was because of contested power that was not present during the Herero genocide. The Nama were able to deny the Germans access to the Omaheke as a site of genocide by turning it into a space of resistance. Due to this strategy, and the incredibly difficult problems of maintaining logistical and materiel support for their troops, the Germans were unable to control Namaqualand during the revolt. The Germans instead favored annihilation via attrition in the established concentration camp system used against the Herero in the later stages of the Herero genocide.

The Nama way of war differed from the Herero revolt in a number of ways. First and most important, the Nama learned from the downfall of the Herero.27 The Herero engaged in concentric battles, which were favored by von Trotha and his troops.28 In contrast, the Nama engaged in guerrilla warfare all throughout Namaqualand—a territory they knew well but the Germans did not.29 This lack of spatial awareness stemmed from the German preoccupation with the Herero. Because of this focus on the Herero, the Germans viewed the Nama only as pawns in a game of colonial politics, neglecting to truly get to know these people. Second, the Germans’ colonial aspirations targeted Herero lands and did not initially include hegemony over Namaqualand.30 Because of this, the Germans did not have accurate knowledge of the geography. With this lack of knowledge on the part of the Germans and the extremely accurate knowledge on the part of the Nama, the latter chose to exploit this asymmetry of power in their favor.

On 31 March 1907, the kaiser declared that the state of war in GSWA was lifted. Despite this, Simon Kooper’s Fransman continued to fight in the Omaheke rather than risk surrender or an open confrontation with German troops.31 Kooper proved to be such a nuisance for the Germans that they ended up paying him an annual pension to not fight them.32 Cornelius Fredericks, a Bethanie tribe leader (most Bethanie people remained loyal to the Germans under the command of their kaptein, Paul Frederiks), held out against the Germans until March 1906, when he, his Nama, and the Herero who had escaped from the Germans and continued to fight them were cornered in and around the Karas and Tiras Mountains. They were forced to surrender, and all were sent to the Shark Island concentration camp, where many died because of the privations there.33

Marengo’s Nama were the most successful of all in causing strategic problems for the Germans. Marengo’s initial skirmishes with the Germans occurred as early as 1903, when he returned from a copper mine in the Cape Colony to take part in the Bondelzwarts uprising. Strangely, the Germans viewed Marengo as a man of magnanimity (grossmut), prudence (umsicht), and energy (tatkraft)—“three character traits which, in the European view, were conspicuously lacking in most natives. Germans explained Morenga’s [sic] ‘whiteness’ by noting he had spent long years at the Cape and ‘had been accustomed to a certain degree of higher culture.’ ”34 Marengo raided German supply convoys and depots, orchestrated precise and deadly attacks on German troops, and evaded capture by using the Omaheke as a place where the fog of war concealed his movements. He continually attacked the Germans and slipped back into the desert—a place that the Germans had little knowledge of and that he could exploit to his military advantage. Marengo took prisoners and treated them with benevolence, did not kill women or children, and, even as the Germans reneged on peace treaties (twice), never took revenge on the negotiators who were in his possession.35 However, his use of the Omaheke and exploitation of the generally undefended and unregulated Cape Colony–GSWA border meant that the British became increasingly frustrated with his actions. In April 1906, he was forced to retreat into the Cape Colony after engaging with German troops, only to surrender to British Cape Police and be interned. When he was released, he refused to give up his fight against the Germans. The British, wary of the political repercussions of Marengo’s actions, ordered a patrol to find him and kill him, something accomplished on 20 September 1907. The Germans awarded the British units medals for their actions.36

Table 5.2

Troop Distribution during the Nama Revolt





	Germans

	~15,000 soldiers in GSWA




	Nama

	~1,000–2,000 soldiers totala






	Witbooi Nama

	800 to 900 soldiers




	Fransman community

	120 soldiers




	Veldschoendragers

	150–200 soldiers




	Red Nation

	190 soldiers




	SOURCE: Drechsler, “Let Us Die Fighting,” 184; Bridgman, Revolt of the Hereros, 154. Bridgman also notes that the Germans suffered a total of one thousand casualties.




	a This number later dropped to only a few hundred, though the Nama continually frustrated the Germans despite this disparity.







Marengo’s story is important for two reasons. First, for the Herero, the Omaheke was their place of annihilation. For the Nama, the Omaheke was a place of resistance to colonial rule. This necessarily denied the Germans the opportunity of exploiting the desert as a place of annihilation. Second, the Marengo story demonstrates the lengths to which the Germans were willing to go to catch or kill him and how different colonial administrations could work together to repress Africans.

The Nama uprising began in earnest on 3 October 1904—on the same day General Lothar von Trotha issued his Vernichtungsbefehl (extermination order) against the Herero. The power asymmetries of the Nama versus the Germans were clear to both sides of the conflict. At the outset of hostilities, the Nama soldiers numbered barely 10 to 13 percent of the German forces (see table 5.2 for troop distribution).

The troop distribution alone was cause for major concern among the Nama. Most Nama fighters, it should be noted, were completely underprepared in terms of weapons and materiel—something that also influenced the choice of tactics and strategies employed.37 The Germans, on the other hand, were strategically preoccupied with the Herero genocide. That said, most German troops in the colony were not being used to commit genocide in October 1904 and so were waiting idly for their orders. Once the Nama revolt broke out, the troops were eager to fight. The reserve German troops were rested and fully prepared for war.38 These power asymmetries were even worse than those the Herero initially faced. However, the full weight of the colonial military was not brought to bear on the Nama due to structural barriers to power projection.

German garrisons in Namaqualand bolstered only five hundred soldiers at the outbreak of the Nama revolt in fall 1904.39 While there were many German troops in GSWA, they were simply not located in the right place at the right time to corral the Nama into the Omaheke like the Herero. By January 1905, there were only 4,300 officers and men and 2,800 horses in Namaqualand.40 The problems in power projection stemmed from a general inability of the Germans to transport men and materiel into Namaqualand, as there was no railroad, severely hampering the already cumbersome German movements. With the rinderpest outbreak, there were also few cattle to help haul supplies.41 Without the railroad—which was present in Hereroland—the Germans had to haul their supplies from Lüderitz Bay to Keetmanshoop via the Baiweg trail in the Namib—a distance of 150 miles, which typically took twenty-five days to cross using sluggish horse-drawn convoys.42 This structural barrier makes clear how atrocity processes are regional processes within state entities.

Most of the direct killing against the Nama occurred during the revolt. When groups of Nama were defeated militarily, they surrendered and were subjugated at separate times during the years of revolt. The Witbooi Nama were the first to be caught and subjected to a German peace treaty that included their transport to concentration camps, execution of their leaders, and their use as forced laborers throughout GSWA.43 The Marengo Nama were the final holdouts as they engaged in years of grueling and costly guerilla warfare. When the Nama were encountered and unarmed, they would often be enslaved, though sometimes they were executed.44 The labor potential of Africans was recognized by the Germans in building a model colony for themselves—a Germany away from Germany.45

However, why the Germans did not use direct killing to compel the Nama into displacement in the Omaheke requires further exploration. General von Trotha wanted to delay all operations against the Nama, though this extraordinary request was denied by the German General Staff. The general moved his troops cautiously due to logistical problems and hoped that the Nama would organize in a single battle, though this did not come to pass.46 He issued a proclamation on 22 April 1905 that echoed the wishes of the kaiser (that all organizers of the Nama revolt were to be killed, but that life would be guaranteed for those who surrendered). The general then decided to treat the Nama with the same brutality he was wielding on the Herero:


Those few who refuse to surrender will have happen to them what happened to the Herero people, who in their blindness also believed they could successfully make war on the mighty German kaiser and the great German people.… The whole Herero people have had this happen, part of them have died of hunger and thirst in the desert, part were killed by German troops, part were killed by the Ovambo. The same will happen to the Hottentot people, if they do not freely surrender themselves and their weapons.… Those who believe that [because they have murdered or are leaders] they will receive no mercy, should leave the land, because if they are seen on German territory, they will be shot at, until all are destroyed.47



The Germans did not necessarily want to pursue the Nama, but they were determined to crush the revolt by any means necessary. The common German staff officer view was, “He [our Nama enemy] criss-crossed the land in numerous small bands. Such bands would pop up anywhere, so that nowhere was safe for troops marching or resting, nor for columns, positions, or posts. Our motto in this situation had to be ‘enemy everywhere.’ ”48 While the guerrilla warfare campaign weakened German spirits, it did not deter their resolve to finally solve the “Indigenous problems” in GSWA at any cost.49 The Germans built a railway line into Namaqualand to shuttle supplies more quickly—which directly led to the discovery of diamonds in 1908—and General von Trotha set a price on the heads of Nama leaders.50

There is a two-part answer as to why the Germans did not employ kettling tactics against the Nama, as they did with the Herero. First, the timing of the Nama revolt helps explain why DA crimes were not pursued. At the time of the Nama uprising, there were far more troops in Namibia than there were when the Herero revolted a year earlier. This meant that there would necessarily have to be a shift in Nama tactics used against the Germans (to guerilla warfare). If the Nama had revolted a year earlier, they would have faced a significantly smaller German force with the Herero, shifting tactics into favoring concentric battles. The guerilla warfare tactics allowed the Nama to engage in fighting retreats, prolong resistance, and deny the Germans the opportunity of a concentric battle once outnumbered. The Nama learned from the Herero experience and understood how to avoid German DA crime tactics.

Second, the cost of DA crimes to the Germans was too steep for them to conduct operations against the Nama. Pursuit into the Omaheke during the Herero genocide was costly for the Germans. It nearly broke supply lines, soldiers fell ill and received scant treatment, water was scarce, and many soldiers were physically and mentally fatigued from pursuit. While most of the indirect killing in the desert had been completed in a few short weeks, it had broken German morale. Like the Herero, the Nama took flight into the Omaheke for protection and distance from the Germans, only the Germans decided not to pursue the Nama due to the learned experiences of what these types of atrocity operations would require in men, materiel, and morale. Instead, the Germans chose to allow the Nama to retreat into the desert, did not create a cordon, and did not systematically poison water holes as they did with the Herero. The costs of these sorts of operations when the Germans had time and numbers on their side did not make sense.

This raises an important question: Would the Germans have used DA crimes against the Nama if they could have overcome Nama guerilla resistance? Perhaps. However, the existing concentration camp system gave incentive to the Germans to exploit Nama labor potential, meaning that attrition methods, not DA crimes, would have been best suited for 1905.



Sociopolitical Upheavals: Timing of the Nama Revolt

Finally, the Germans did not perpetrate DA crimes against the Nama due to the established atrocity processes already underway in GSWA. At the time of the Nama revolt, the Germans had already annihilated tens of thousands of Herero in the desert and had created a concentration camp and forced labor system. After they were defeated militarily, the Nama were put into this system.51 For Lemkin, this was “a life of virtual slavery.”52 The concentration camp system was expansive, with each place acting as a small geography of annihilation.53 The timing of the revolt meant that the Nama were likely to be sent to the camps for their labor potential, rather than annihilated in the desert. The camps allowed the Germans to commit genocide by attrition while improving GSWA and other colonies. The Germans still believed that the Nama could revolt once again and continued to incarcerate and kill them by attrition until at least 1915, when the Germans lost control of GSWA during the Great War.54

The timing of the Nama revolt is one of the strongest explanatory variables in understanding the different atrocity tactics used against them by the Germans. Had the Nama revolted at the same time as the Herero, it is possible that they would have been subjected to similar DA crime policies due to the strategic and tactical situation in the colony and to von Trotha’s particular and temporally unique responses to the Herero escaping the Waterberg area. If the Nama had participated in that engagement and had escaped with the Herero, they would have been annihilated in the desert alongside the Herero. Instead, because they revolted after the DA crimes against the Herero had concluded and the concentration camp system was entrenched, the Nama were sent to these small sites of annihilation instead of the wide-open Omaheke—which would have been too costly for the Germans.



The Nama Genocide

On 3 October 1904, two Witbooi Nama informed the highest German official in Namaqualand, Bezirksamtmann von Burgsdorff, that the Nama were officially at war with the Germans.55 The Germans believed that von Burgsdorff could talk his old friend Hendrik down from war, but as von Burgsdorff rode into the Nama camp, he was shot and killed by Salomon Sahl (a Baster-Nama).56 The following day, forty German soldiers and settlers (men) were killed in a surprise attack by the Nama. Shortly after, almost half of the Nama rose to follow Hendrik.57 Witbooi rebuffed German demands to surrender, saying, “Peace would be equivalent to my death and the extinction of my nation, for I know that there would be no sanctuary for me under your government.”58

Colonel von Deimling was tasked with the military response, and initial operations went well. He surprised the Nama at Naris, but the Nama would avoid these pitched battles in the future, instead taking advantage of the hilly and rough terrain to conduct successful guerilla warfare operations. After a series of skirmishes, the Germans were able to force the Nama to retreat into the Kalahari, but they did not pursue them.59 On 21 April 1905, von Trotha arrived in Namaqualand and issued an order that placed bounties on the heads of Nama leaders and proclaimed that all Nama who surrendered would be given work and food.60 The proclamation failed to induce surrender, so von Trotha organized his troops for a standard concentric battle plan aimed at annihilation, similar to the Battle of Waterberg; the Nama, however, would not agree to such a fight. During a failed peace negotiation with the Nama, Lothar von Trotha’s son was accidentally killed by friendly fire (an attacking German unit).61 After this, negotiations were broken off and General von Trotha decided to annihilate the Nama. On 19 May 1905, he issued the following order “to the war-waging Namaqua tribes”: “The great and powerful Emperor of Germany will be lenient with the Namaqua people and has ordered that the lives of those who give themselves up will be spared … [but] … if anyone thinks that after this notice there will be any leniency shown him he had better quit the country, because if he is again seen in German territories he will be shot and thus all rebels will be eliminated.”62 On 29 May, the final line was amended to read: “had better quit the country because wherever they are seen in German territory they will be shot at until all the outlaws have been exterminated.”63 Witbooi’s fears of extinction were proven correct.

The fighting against Jakob Marengo in the Karras Hills (June/July 1905) is reported as a victory in the German official history of the conflict. In reality, Marengo lured the Germans into a trap and caused 50 casualties (19 killed, 31 wounded) out of a German force of 170. Marengo was later considered a “Black Napoleon” for his strategic and tactical prowess against the Germans.64 The Germans, fearing a costly conflict, let the Marengo Nama entrench themselves in the Karras Hills and turned their attention to the Witboois, now encamped west of Gibeon in southern Namibia. General von Trotha attempted to annihilate the Witboois but failed to encircle them on 25 August 1905. On 19 September 1905, the Witbooi Nama appeared two hundred miles south of Gibeon; and on 12 October, the Marengo Nama attacked the Germans from the Karras Hills. On 24 October, the Germans suffered their worst day of the GSWA campaign: 43 men killed, wounded, or missing. On 29 October 1905, Hendrik Witbooi was mortally wounded during a raid on a German supply train; his final words were, “It is enough. With me it is all over. The children should now have rest.”65 His son, Issak, took command and sued for peace with the Germans. The Witbooi Nama—74 men, 44 women, 21 children, horses, and military materiel—surrendered in November 1905. An additional 105 men and 172 women and children surrendered on 11 December, and another 50 men and 69 women and children surrendered on 24 December. On 2 March 1906, 86 men and 36 women and children surrendered, finally ending the Witbooi resistance.66 Approximately 400 Nama men were killed, missing, or prisoners of war (on British soil), and it took the Germans 15,000 soldiers in total to crush 1,200–1,400 Witbooi Nama.67

Marengo and his four hundred men were totally forgotten by December 1905, but they were about to wreak havoc.68 From December 1905 to February 1906, Marengo and his troops raided German outposts, caravans, and farms from the Karras Hills and the Orange River. By early March 1906, the Germans believed they had finally cornered Marengo, but delaying tactics and a strategic fighting retreat allowed Marengo to withdraw beyond the Orange River. Marengo’s men struck German camps ten times, and all ten times they were successful in raiding and killing Germans. On 4 May 1906, Marengo was defeated for once, and by the end of May, after a series of skirmishes, the Germans were in a “fruitless pursuit” of the wounded Marengo. On 6 August 1906, despite evading the Germans all summer, the Nama attacked a German position but were repulsed and pursued for days. After running out of supplies, on 25 October 1906 Johannes Christian (a Marengo lieutenant) sued for peace with the Germans. On 16 November, a German force surprised other Nama, killed many, and drove many into the bush at the Lower Fish River. On 21 December 1906, the Ukamas and Heirachabis sued for peace. On December 23, the Bondels sued for peace. The only remaining “free” people were the Simon Kooper band who had retreated into the Omaheke and were scraping out survival there (the Germans did not pursue them, as they posed no threat to the colony). On 31 March 1907, the German government officially declared GSWA pacified, and the troop levels sunk to four thousand.69 Both the Herero and the Nama revolts in GSWA were crushed, costing the Germans 2,348 men (killed, missing, wounded, dead from disease).70

The first attrition methods against the Nama followed the disarming of the eighty-strong contingent fighting alongside von Trotha against the Hereros. These Nama were sent to be forced laborers in Togo following the suggestion of Governor Leutwein and official orders from the German Foreign Office.71 In late November, 119 Nama were sent to Togo aboard a Woermann steamship—at a cost of 16,605 marks (a “princely sum” at the time, Drechsler noted).72 The death rate among them was so high—fifty-four quickly, with scores of others ill—that doctors advised they be sent back to GSWA, a request denied by von Trotha. Instead, the Nama were transported to Cameroon. Of the original 119 Nama, 48 reached Cameroon (14 of whom were in critical condition, while 34 others were a “miserable spectacle”).73 In June 1906, the remaining forty-two were sent back to GSWA after some two-thirds died from forced labor under horrendous conditions.74 Many Witbooi Nama were killed through forced labor and attrition methods in the camp system and as slave laborers for private settlers and companies.75 They remained in German custody until 1915, when the British from the Cape Colony attacked GSWA and conquered the colony.76

The most significant killing of the Nama occurred by indirect methods. The German concentration camp system was widespread and had profound negative impacts on Namibians, paving the way for the creation of a more powerful German colonial state. It was only during the second part of the Herero genocide (DA crimes from 11 August 1904 to late December 1904) that the camp system was established. Surrendering Herero who survived DA crimes (approximately 15,000) were subjected to summary executions, corporal punishment, extreme deprivations of liberty and vital daily needs, and forced labor in these camps. This treatment was fully extended to the Nama.

In all, the German atrocities against Nama peoples claimed the lives of approximately ten thousand—half of the Nama population.77 As a result of the war and the concentration camps, the Nama were forced to submit to German rule. This primarily meant the expropriation of African lands for settlement and European economic development. “The imperial decree of 26th December 1905 and the proclamations of 23rd March 1906 and 8th May 1907 declared [Nama] lands to be state property. [The Nama] had no other means of survival except to seek work with the settlers.”78 Nama over the age of seven were forbidden from owning horses and cattle, all but eliminating familial ownership of such valuable resources.79 In effect, this put all adult Nama at below-child socioeconomic statuses. Once the British conquered GSWA in 1915, colonial imposition and governance changed little. Europeans still held hegemony over Africans. The Bondelzwarts resisted British rule though they were introduced to a new and deadly weapon of war: bombardment by airplane (by the British). The Nama have managed to continue their existence through the introduction of apartheid into Namibia in the 1950s, the wars of the twentieth century, and the reformulation of independent governance in the twenty-first century.80



Genocide: Perpetration Variances in German South-West Africa

German political violence toward the Nama and the Herero differed significantly, but both were genocidal. In both cases, the Germans were faced with two serious revolts against colonial rule and the exact same causal pathways to genocide. However, because the Nama were able to deny the Germans the use of the Omaheke as a space to perpetrate genocide, the Germans could not engage in DA crimes during the revolt. When the Nama surrendered, the Germans enslaved them as laborers in the established concentration camp system. It was in the Germans’ best interests to exploit the labor potential of the Nama and the Herero while depriving them of vital daily needs in concentration camps and other sites of forced labor (like the railways). These camps existed as a result of the Herero genocide, and by the time the Nama revolted, they were an established attrition killing system. Due to these reasons, the Nama were victims of genocide by attrition in GSWA at the exact same time the Herero were victims of genocide by DA crime kettling methods.
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Collapse


The Nadir of the Ottoman Empire (1839–1915)


The Ottoman genocide of Christian minorities (1914–1925) destroyed Armenians, Greeks, and Assyrians in the Ottoman Empire. Genocide took place in Anatolia (Asia Minor) due to awesome forces associated with imperial decline, war, revolution, rights, hubris, national pride, and crises of imagined communities. These crises gave leaders opportunities to choose genocide to homogenize Anatolia. The story of the fall of the Ottoman Empire, the rise of the Committee of Union and Progress, path-dependent institutions, and individual choices of elite actors help us understand why Christians were subjected to escorted DA crimes, which killed approximately 2.5 million people.


Geography

The Ottoman Empire controlled massive swaths of territory through its history, at one time possessing lands in southern Europe, almost all of North Africa, and much of Mesopotamia. However, through wars, revolutions, and internal decline, rapid territorial losses shrunk the empire by 1913.1 This 623-year land empire existed at the crossroads of the East and the West, with Constantinople (Istanbul) at the heart of the trade among peoples, vital for both European and Asiatic powers.2 The empire often used its vital position as a potent foreign policy tool.3

Table 6.1

Anatolian Temperature Ranges





	Temperature

	Konya

	Sivas

	Erzurum

	Der Zor






	Extreme high

	40.6 (July)

	40.0 (July)

	36.5 (August)

	47.8 (August)




	Extreme low

	−28.2 (January)

	−34.6 (January)

	−36.0 (January)

	−8.2 (February)




	Annual averages

	−0.2 to 23.5

	−3.5 to 20.1

	−9.2 to 19.3

	2.5 to 39.9




	SOURCE: Deutscher Wetterdienst, “Klimatafel von Dier Ezzor/Syrien,” accessed 6 August 2023, https://www.dwd.de/DWD/klima/beratung/ak/ak_400450_kt.pdf; Turkish State Meteorological Service, “Konya,” accessed 6 August 2023, https://mgm.gov.tr/eng/forecast-cities.aspx?m=KONYA.







Despite territorial losses, the Ottoman Empire was a massive entity in 1914, when DA crimes began. The geography of Anatolia allowed Ottoman and Turkish perpetrators to forcibly displace targeted populations along linear displacement routes throughout the empire, typically ending in the Syrian Desert (Der Zor).4 Christian minorities were forced to walk shocking distances and were shot or left to die along roadsides if they fell behind. What made the displacement caravans particularly deadly were the compounding effects of distance and prolonged exposure to Anatolia’s range of harsh climates (see table 6.1).

Anatolia is known for its extreme variations, from the temperate Mediterranean climates to the arid deserts, from rich diversities of flora and fauna to jagged mountains.5 The atrocities against Christians were predominantly perpetrated in the heartland regions east of the Aegean and south of the Pontus coastlines. The Anatolian heartland is home to a cold, semi-arid climate famous for high plains and mountainous terrains that extend toward the flat and inhospitable Syrian Desert.6 Both locales featured limited vital daily needs during the atrocities.7 The Taurus, Anti-Taurus, Pontic, and Sultan mountain ranges were also used as places to kill labor battalion members and as locations to force-march displacement caravans, exposing the targeted populations to extreme fluctuations in climates. The exposure to long distances, harsh climates, and grueling topographies killed thousands with brutal efficiency (see table 6.2).

A key perpetrator, Talât Paşa was quoted as saying to U.S. ambassador Henry Morgenthau, “[Christians] can live in the desert but nowhere else.”8 Any reasonable analysis can assume that being displaced and being forced to “live” in an inhospitable place means death. Even if deportees managed to survive the displacement columns in Anatolia, they faced further displacement in a flight to freedom across the Syrian Desert to Mesopotamia. That desert is noted for its desert pavement (gravel), extreme temperatures, occasional relief with few wadis, and overall inhospitableness.9 Escaping across these lands was part of the DA crime process itself. The forced marches and deprivations of Christians across Anatolia’s climatic zones was nothing short of genocidal.

Table 6.2

Displacement Distances during DA Crimes





	Route traveleda

	Approximate distanceb






	Constantinople to Sepastia to Der Zor

	1,600 km




	Smyrna to Adana to Der Zor

	1,550 km




	Samsun to Sepastia to Der Zor

	1,100 km




	Trabzon to Sepastia to Der Zor

	1,000 km




	Erzurum to Kharpert to Der Zor

	900 km




	Sepastia to Der Zor

	750 km




	Bitlis to Dyarbakir to Der Zor

	700 km




	Adana to Der Zor

	650 km




	a Typical displacement routes




	b Google Maps was used to confirm approximate distances









Structural Opportunities for Displacement Atrocity Crimes


Group Difference Construction: The Millet System and Turkish National Identity

The Ottoman Empire was constructed on stable political, legal, social, and economic repressions of Christian minorities called the millet system.10 The millets were Muslim (dominant), Orthodox (along Greek Aegean and Pontic coasts), Jewish (scattered), Armenian (heartland), and Catholic (Europe).11 Muslims—primarily Turks—were located at the highest rungs of political and socioeconomic power.12 Each millet recognized differences among people, and each group had limited control over its own tax collection, education, religious affairs, and justice. However, all millets had to obey the hegemonic powers and laws of the Muslim millet, leading to asymmetries in rights and enjoyment of state protections.13 As minority groups were treated as wholes, political and economic ostracization, collective punishments, and slavery/indentured servitude of non-Muslims were common.14 There was a duality to the millet system, in that it entrenched differences to create a separate and unequal system in order to avoid conflict, allowing different peoples to live under one Ottoman banner in relative stability, while also institutionalizing ethnoreligious apartheid, which helped create conditions for genocide.15 During atrocities, Christians were religiously taunted—indicating that religious difference did in fact play a role in at least establishing discriminatory scripts for perpetrators.16

While the millet system provided reasons for Turks to marginalize non-Muslim populations, the single greatest trigger for the genocide of Christian minorities in the Ottoman Empire was a century of humiliations, which led to a violent Turkish national identity project.17 Questions of identity were complicated ideational problems with material implications. As a religious title, “Muslim” did not reflect the diverse demographic composition of the empire. As a nationality, “Ottoman” was associated with imperial decline. As an ethnicity, “Turk” was inextricably linked with violence due to Orientalist depictions in Western media and was incongruent with the multicultural complexion of the empire.18 Over time, “Turk” as an identity was eventually settled on by the majority in an era of increasing animosities toward Christian minorities.

Turkish national identity was imagined and formulated at the intersection of the great forces of decline and internal strife, giving it a violent flair. It emerged amid fears of extinction fostered by the declining empire, enmity due to internal and external Christian influences, being caught between the humiliations of the present and the perceived glory of the past, a need to avenge territorial losses, and a need for spiritual unity and integrity against enemies.19 The Young Turk regime—later internally overrun by the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), headed by the Three Paşas—led the Ottoman Empire on a violent Turkification project. The Turkish national identity project was exterminationist in ideal and practice, as room was created only for Turks in a future Anatolia.20 Hypernationalism plunged the empire into a decade-long killing spree, violating all the principles of the second constitutional era following the 1908 revolution.21

Turkish national identity was a utopic and redemptive ideological pursuit. After years of decline, Turks would finally be able to live up to their own perceived greatness, and non-Turks were viewed as traitors who had to be exterminated for the survival of “Turkishness.”22 As a concession to Arabs in the empire and as a response to the humiliation of the Balkan Wars of Independence, a violent reactionary Islam also took root and aided in anti-Christian enmities.23 Social Darwinist ideas from Europe were imported, and the struggle for Anatolia became a matter of which group was biologically “fitter” to live there. For the génocidaires, that was Turks only.24 The processes of imperial decline made Turkish society more receptive to extreme solutions to extreme problems. As with many political crises, a scapegoat was sought and found: Christian minorities.



Intergroup Grievances: The Fall of an Empire (1830s–1914)

The Turkish national identity project came to life because of the empire’s death. During the nineteenth century, the Ottoman Empire experienced cataclysmic losses, which drove widespread acceptance of extreme political ideologies. The immense sense of loss at the perceived hands of internal and external Christians acting in concert, along with questions of identity, socioeconomic systems, political arrangements, foreign policy, and revolution, was at the forefront of the causes for genocide.25 Furthermore, political actors’ choices bound the empire into a smaller corner of possible actions, and eventually genocide, as the violent national identity was made possible through the very serious, real, and potent crises that the Ottoman Empire was facing.26

In response to imperial decline, Sultan Abdul Mejid initiated the Tanzimat Reforms (1839–1876). The empire faced immense crises: a lack of industrialism, a backward agrarian economy, Christian minorities who demanded equality, a repressive sultanate, wars and debts, and crises over identities. The Tanzimat Reforms were a series of imperial decrees designed to reorganize Ottoman society so that it could compete in Great Power politics.27 Westernizing bureaucrats recruited to lead reforms de facto ruled the Ottoman Empire with little political interference from the sultan and religious figures.28 Technical and institutional advisers were brought in from the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and Germany to aid in the transitions of the political and socioeconomic spheres. These international advisers were to westernize the empire to make it viable, but this triggered unintended contests over identity and group meaning. The creation of a modern bureaucratic state, an expansion of railroads, telegraphs, the establishment of the first Ottoman central bank and universal bank notes, and the establishment of professional, engineering, and humanities/social science schools were central to the Tanzimat era.29 For many, these reforms felt like foreign (Christian) interventions into Ottoman politics.30 The bureaucracy and society pushed back against calls for reform as hasty measures that did not, in the minds of many, solve the root question: Why is the Ottoman Empire declining? These reforms quickly became costly half-hearted attempts at change, leading to regression and ideological entrenchment.

The Crimean War (1854–1856) exacerbated debt issues. The British and French intervened on behalf of the weak Ottomans against Russia to balance power and to seek greater regional influence.31 This intervention had a price. The British and French demanded payments for their efforts, and the Public Debt Administration was established to extract payments from the Ottomans—protection racketeering at its finest.32 The Ottomans found paying for security nothing short of outrageous. The war debts evaporated the cash required for Tanzimat and governance.33 After the Ottomans failed to make payments, the French were given control of approximately 80 percent of the Ottoman banking system, while the British received approximately 10–12 percent; a few banks were given to the Germans; and only few banks remained in Ottoman hands.34

Politically, Tanzimat led to constitutional reforms, including granting equal rights to all citizens of the empire, free parliamentary elections, and allowing for new political parties. Elections on 23 November 1876 began the first constitutional period. However, while the sultanate was intended to be reduced to a rubber stamp institution, under Article 113 of the new constitution the Sultan could expel any elected representative. Sultan Abdul-Hamid II took full advantage of this power to undermine reformers.35 Abdul-Hamid II betrayed promises of change by disbanding parliament after the 1878 election and recentralized powers in his office.36 Though he cited fears over social unrest, this was a naked power seizure.37 His regime became increasingly dictatorial due to the instability he caused, and the sultan developed a sophisticated espionage system to repress political activism.38 Enmities grew and resistance to the sultan’s rule galvanized. The Young Ottoman organization, central in the drafting of the first Ottoman constitution (1876), began a campaign to return to constitutionalism.39

The combined pressures of decaying institutions, a repressive sultan, and war debts bankrupted the Ottoman state of monetary and political capital. Bankruptcy came at a time when citizens continually demanded more from their government, but the government could not deliver.40 Cycles of desperation stunted the empire’s future and questions over responsibility for decline aided revolutionaries who sought the dismantling of the office of the sultan. However, beyond these legitimate critiques was a burgeoning illegitimate critique of Christian minorities based in conspiracy and paranoia. When viewed through the lens of desperate decline, Christians were constructed as fifth columnists bent on the devastation of the empire. Through this lens, Tanzimat was a failure that only benefited Christians (internal and external); thus, Christians were constructed as a cause of imperial decline.

The demands for minority rights amid this backdrop further reinforced the Christians-as-enemy narrative. Christian minorities (particularly Armenian revolutionary groups) began to organize and lobby for minority rights for self-determination. The goals of self-determination were measured: limited autonomy while remaining loyal to the Ottoman flag.41 The sultanate initially attempted liberalizing minority reforms in the nineteenth century, but these reforms failed to have real impacts. Armenian rights were internationalized following the Russo-Turkish War (1877–1878), resulting in Article 16 of the Treaty of San Stefano (3 March 1878), which dictated that Russians would enforce de facto Armenian rights in the Ottoman Empire by stationing troops along its eastern border. Accordingly, many Armenians cooperated with Russians in their struggle for rights, leading to disastrous politicizations of the “internal/foreign enemy” relationship by the later CUP regime. Likewise, Article 61 of the Treaty of Berlin (13 July 1878) stated that the protection of Christian peoples in the Ottoman Empire was the responsibility of all Great Powers.42 The internationalization of minority rights should be understood as inextricably linked to the processes of destruction initiated in 1914. Rooted in fantasy, paranoia over internal and external Christians collaborating to tear the empire apart became reality in the minds of many.

Curiously, though, the British promised the Ottomans military assistance if the Russians invaded to protect Christian rights. The British-Ottoman Cyprus Convention (4 June 1878) taught the Ottomans a lesson: Great Powers would publicly support Christian rights but privately negate the protection of those rights.43 This hypocrisy was a key marker on the road to genocide, as it demonstrated to Ottoman elites that despite public proclamations of aid for fellow Christians, Europeans would ultimately not come to the aid of minorities in the empire.44 Later, the CUP justified the DA crimes by arguing that its genocidal violence was a purely domestic affair.

The false promises and hypocrisies of Tanzimat created a stage for violence. Muslim Turks were displeased with the rights granted to minorities, and the sultan had no intent to follow through on reforms.45 The emotions related to the loss of control and the scapegoating of populations undeserving of punishment laid the groundwork for destructive forces to take root in the Ottoman Empire. The pressures of decline weaponized latent anti-Christian animosities, which made the targeting, scapegoating, and killing of Christians socioculturally possible and permissible. Christian minorities were recast as the cause of imperial decline, and ideological interpretations of events led to beliefs that the empire could thrive as a homogeneous Turkish nation.



Asymmetric Power Distribution: Victimization in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries

The Hamidian massacres, wars of independence, and resistance efforts demonstrate that Christian minorities did not lack the resolve to fight back against persecution. However, the overwhelming power of the Ottoman state and Turkic citizens wielded by Abdul-Hamid II and the later CUP and Kemalist regimes was too great for minorities to overcome. This power asymmetry meant that Turks could hegemonically impose violence on Christian communities.

The Hamidian massacres (1894–1897) were directed primarily against Armenians and killed approximately 100,000–200,000 people. Countless homes and cultural sites across the empire were also destroyed.46 The massacres occurred due to a confluence of state policy (Pan-Islamism), which negated the rights of Christian minorities and metastasized anger at the failed Tanzimat era. Turkish national identity, which at the time was just beginning to emerge in a violent form, was stuck in a culture of grievance and loss that gave rise to extreme political ideas. The Hamidian massacres galvanized anti-Christian violence as a cathartic, short-term policy solution to placate Turkish animosities.47 The massacres also galvanized Christian demands for rights in both Anatolia and Europe. While Armenians generally sought greater rights and freedoms within the empire, Balkan Christians called for freedom from the empire.48 To the Ottoman governance system, there was little difference between the two.

Since the 1870s, European Christian citizens of the empire rallied toward autonomy, and a violent Ottoman repression of Balkan Christians in 1875 solidified Great Power opinion against the empire, laying the groundwork for the “Terrible Turk” imagery to take root during the Hamidian massacres.49 While the Treaty of San Stefano and the Treaty of Berlin provided articles for Armenian self-determination, every major Great Power used the Armenian question and calls for independence in the Balkans as bad faith political poker chips.50 As a response to failures of diplomacy, in 1912 citizens of Montenegro, Greece, Serbia, and Bulgaria, with material support from Russia, launched a war of independence.51 The nine-month-long war shocked the world: the Ottoman Empire had been humiliated by a loose conglomeration of Christian states—the Balkan League—and its European holdings vanished.52 The independence movements on the fringes of the empire played a significant role in informing Turkish views on Christian demands for rights within the empire.

The Ottoman authorities (by now the genocidal CUP regime, discussed in the next section) constructed Christians within the empire as fifth columnists who wanted to dissolve the empire.53 According to this ideology, internal and external Christians would work together to violently destroy Turks. This solidified the previous lessons learned from minority demands for rights and territorial losses. The Great Powers were willing to support decline through capitalizing on the empire’s economic woes and the imposition of Westernization. The cultural battle at the core of the empire’s decline was over identity. The self-fulfilling prophecy of anti-Christian sentiments was completed, and the stage was set for the shift toward expulsion policies—ultimately resulting in DA crimes.

However, Ottoman weakness in response to violence at the fringes of the empire did not mean Ottoman weakness in Anatolia, where the Ottoman army dominated. During the genocide, resistance efforts demonstrated the resolve of Christian minorities to counter atrocity implementation, but they also demonstrated clear power asymmetries. Armenian resistance at Musa Dagh and Van were valiant retreats to defendable positions on hilltops and in towns and required the use of strategic positioning to overcome the shortfalls of soldiers and materiel.54 However, without external assistance, these resistance efforts could only last for so long against what was then a modernized Ottoman military force. Resistance was almost always crushed. The clear power asymmetries in military power, as well as political and socioeconomic powers as dictated by the millet system, meant disempowered Christian populations were at the mercy of proponents of the violent Turkish national identity project. While targeted populations were disarmed and could only resist on small scales, the perpetrator groups wielded the powers of the Ottoman military structure, police forces, and special paramilitary groups who were armed and controlled by the Ottoman state led by the Three Paşas and later Kemal.55



Sociopolitical Upheavals: Revolution and War

The stage was set for massive upheavals, as the empire simply could not withstand its disastrous institutional arrangements. The match that lit the bomb was revolution and war. The 1908 revolution by cosmopolitan groups initially made multiculturalism a possibility in the empire. The Young Ottoman revolutionaries who participated in the first constitutional period and actively campaigned against the Sultan incorporated revolutionaries from many social groups, including the two best-known Armenian revolutionary groups: the Hnchakists and Dashnakists.56 Diverse revolutionaries cooperated with the exiled Young Ottomans to attempt to re-implement Tanzimat constitutionalism and multiculturalism after the failures of the 1870s.57 The revolutionaries gathered support from key elite members of the bureaucracy, political structures, and military while also fostering popular support from the western parts of the empire in Constantinople, Smyrna, and Ankara.58 Through the combined efforts of elites and the masses, the Young Ottoman revolutionaries were able to overthrow the sultan in 1908 and implement a brief period of new constitutionalism in the liberal ideal of the failed Tanzimat era. For a brief period in 1908, the Ottoman Empire appeared to be heading toward multicultural liberalism.

However, the liberal faction of the Young Ottomans (Hurriyet ve Itihad—Freedom of Unity) and the Turkification faction (Ittihad ve Terakki—Committee of Union and Progress, CUP) fought ferocious political battles with each other.59 While the former viewed constitutionalism and ending minority persecution as goals, the latter became increasingly hostile and called for the violent Turkification of the empire. The CUP believed the empire’s problems would be solved after finding ways to neutralize differing nationalities. The Young Ottoman movement shifted into the Young Turk movement, and cosmopolitan ideals were gradually overtaken by utopian desires for a racially and ethnically pure Ottoman Empire.

While Christian minorities participated in the cosmopolitan Young Ottoman efforts, they were excluded from Turkification due to their continued calls for self-determination and differences in identity. Compounding the failures of liberalism, an internal coup led by three members of the CUP—Mehmed Talât (minister of the interior), Ismail Enver (minister of war), and Ahmed Djemal (minister of the navy)—seized power from the legitimately elected parliament in a coup in 1913. The coupists rejected the liberalism espoused by Young Ottoman revolutionaries and ensured that “Turk” was to be the norm in the empire moving forward.60

The CUP forced the government to resign and quickly passed new laws that codified the CUP as the only legitimate political party. It also began to openly scapegoat Christian minorities.61 Propaganda dehumanized Christians and blamed them for the decline of the Ottoman Empire. Chief CUP propagandist Ziya Gökalp believed that Islam mandates domination of non-Muslims and that Turks should form the dominant culture.62 He argued that Armenians were dangerous foreigners who should be destroyed so that the pure Turkish nation could thrive.63 He also wrote, “I am a soldier, it [the nation] is my commander / I obey without question all its orders. With closed eyes / I carry out my duty.”64 These prophetic visions for Turkey contorted history into neat conceptual spaces that made the elimination of Christians a permissible and ideologically preferable outcome. The CUP purged the military of officers considered disloyal, paving the way for ideologues and loyalists to be placed in positions of power, which would later be used against Christian populations.65

The violent Turkish national identity project was, beyond anything else, the single greatest cause of genocidal processes. It was made possible through poor political planning, humiliations, and overall demise of the Ottoman Empire over the previous century. The new dictatorial triumvirate of the Three Paşas operationalized discrimination and ruled the Ottoman Empire for the entirety of the Great War and were only deposed at its conclusion. During this time, they set in motion DA crime processes that killed millions. War provided a backdrop, an excuse, and a cover for the atrocities. The state of war increased the sense of the need to secure continued survival and the need for violent solutions to perceived and real problems for a nation.66 The onset of the Great War added further spark to the ignited violent Turkish national identity project being implemented by the CUP.67




Genocidal Intent: Death in the Heartland

The structural decline of the Ottoman Empire and the scapegoating of Christian minorities gave the CUP the opportunity to implement genocidal displacements. While there are no doubts about the distinctness of Armenians, Greeks, and Assyrians as independent communities, Turks conceptualized them to be a part of a hegemonic Christian enemy, bent on the destruction of the empire. The narrative of Christians as fifth columnists had a long interwoven history with the processes of imperial decline, and perpetrators perceived intersections of chance as perverted plots to destroy the empire from within. The constructed siege mentality allowed perpetrators to commit DA crimes in the Ottoman Empire without mass resistance from the population. For Mark Levene, “The Ottoman fantasy was so out of kilter with reality as to produce nothing less than absolute trauma, absolute bitterness, hurt, and, above all, humiliation when the actual result [of the Balkan Wars] sank in. The very nadir of imperial fortunes, to add insult to injury, had not even come at the hands of a great nation, but, in Ottoman minds, at those of the most miserable and inferior of former subject peoples [Serbs]. Worse still, it actually brought those for whom the empire really mattered face to face with the possibility of its complete extinction.”68 The CUP propaganda machine created visions for bystanders and perpetrators alike to believe in a future healthy Anatolia where Christians could no longer stab Turkic Muslims in the back. The only way forward was removal, and removal meant extermination.


The Groundwork for Genocide

In a 23 February 1914 Ministry of War meeting, Ismail Enver stated that the only way to achieve unity among the Turkish and Islamic worlds was to take strict measures against non-Muslims. Immediately, the CUP moved to create the units of annihilation: the Special Organization (Teşkilât-ı Mahsusa), brigands (Çetes), and loyal military units ready to commit atrocities. The Teşkilât-ı Mahsusa and Çetes performed brutalities that “government and public forces could never hope to perform” and were composed largely of “habitual criminals and degenerates.”69 CUP secretaries and provincial governors had enormous responsibilities placed on them to follow orders from the Three Paşas and direct these units to their killing grounds. A letter from the Special Organization to the CUP dated 13 September 1914 noted, “The Responsible Secretaries should secretly and within one week summon all the individuals willing to cooperate.”70 This means that as early as September 1914, the CUP was at least formulating how to kill Christians. (The later trial of the responsible secretaries at the Turkish courts-martial sentenced many to jail time for their roles in the atrocities.)71 A cable to the provincial governor of Aleppo (dated 29 September 1915) stated, “It had previously been communicated that the government, by order of the Cemiyet (the Committee of the Ittihad), had decided to completely annihilate all Armenians living in Turkey. Those who oppose this command and decision cannot remain part of the official structure of the state. Without paying attention to woman, child, [and] incompetent, no matter how tragic the methods of annihilation might be, without listening to feelings of conscience, their existence must be ended.”72 A telegram dated 4 July 1915 from Special Organization leader Bahaddin Șakir to Sabit Bey (governor of Mamuretülazis) asked: “Have Armenians who were deported from there been eliminated? Have those harmful elements who were distances [from there] through deportation been liquidated or simply deported? Please be frank and open in your report, my brother.”73 The CUP’s governing apparatuses acted in concert to destroy Christians. This coincided with the outbreak of the Great War, as CUP ideology informed actors that because Christians could collaborate with invaders, they should be deported and annihilated before they could have the chance. While 1914 saw the plans being drawn, 1915 was the year of the widespread implementation of DA crimes.



The Trigger for Genocide (Fall 1914)

Enver’s doomed Caucasus campaign in late fall 1914 culminated at the Battle of Sarıkamıș, where the Ottomans were routed by Russian forces.74 The failure of this early campaign was blamed on Armenian soldiers, not on Enver’s spectacular strategic blunder of invading Russia during winter. By February 1915 there were contrived reports of Armenian revolts, which justified the disarming of Armenian men in the Ottoman army and the extermination of those Armenians who refused to obey.75 These cables also instructed CUP functionaries to impose martial law in Anatolia.76 Armenians were formally identified as internal threats who had to be eliminated. General Mahmud Kamil Paşa decided that “to preserve the life and existence of our [Turkish] nation it has become necessary—if distressing—to punish with full severity and deport those who have revolted.”77 For the general, the presence of Armenians along supply routes was a potential problem for the Ottoman army and a justification for resettling Armenians into southern provinces.78

In another ideologically charged cable dated 22–23 April 1915, Sivas governor Muammer stated, “It has been confirmed from the mouths of captured suspects that the Armenians have trained and armed 30,000 persons from this province and that 15,000 of them have since joined the Russian Army,” while the remaining 15,000 were supposedly staying behind in Anatolia waiting for the downfall of the Ottoman Empire.79 In winter 1915, cables from Şakir, who had long advocated for deportation, confirm Ottoman intentions to exterminate Christians through deportation.80 Third Army commander Mahmut Kamil Paşa wrote a cable (24 July 1915) stating that Muslims had been hiding Armenians from deportation and, as such, should be executed in fantastic public fashion as a lesson to other rescuers. Kamil went on to say that even Armenians who converted to Islam, were in the military, or were otherwise not a threat were to be deported.81 Walter Rössler, the German consul to Aleppo, reported on 10 May 1915: “The measures seem aimed at eliminating all Armenians in the region.82

The increasing violence against Christians caused them to resist and thus satisfy the self-fulfilling Young Turk ideology. However, a report to the command of the Ottoman Fourth Army sent on 14 March 1915 stated plainly that they do “not entertain the possibility of a general Armenian uprising.… A large portion of our Armenian compatriots are sorely grieved [by the deportations] … [and that] their sense of connection to the homeland is beyond all doubt and suspicion.”83 Clearly, the threat of revolt was contrived but ideologically widespread. The paranoid CUP regime feared nothing more than internal revolt by Christians and written testimony from the Turkish courts-martial details that the CUP believed that “the safety of the country is tied to this.”84 For the CUP, evacuation and deportation meant annihilation.85 Perhaps most damning of all evidence was the 5 to 10 percent rule. Formed out of fears of an existential crisis with internal “enemies,” Ottoman demographic policy proscribed that Christians could not exceed 5 to 10 percent of the population in each district. This destructive policy was used to justify the annihilation of Armenian populations.



Decision to Commit Genocidal Displacement Atrocities (Winter–Spring 1915)

To implement genocidal DA crimes in the Ottoman Empire, a dual mechanism was used for disseminating orders: “First, an official deportation order was sent to the provincial regions by the Interior Ministry. Specifically, the Department of Public Security and Dispatches within the ministry was responsible for overseeing all the practical matters involved in the deportations. The orders were sent to the government’s local representatives (governors and prefects) in the provinces, who were expected to carry them out. Then there were separate, unofficial orders for the annihilation of the deportees, issued by the CUP Central Committee and conveyed to the provinces through party channels.86 Leaders then dispatched local military and paramilitary organizations to execute both sets of orders. For example, Talât Paşa wrote a cable on 2 March 1915 stating, “It is confirmed that the Armenians should be transferred to the indicated region as communicated in the Feb. 13th telegram. As the situation has been evaluated by the state, the probability of rebellion and protest indicates the need to take action. The increasing possibility of Armenian uprisings requires that every effective means of suppression needs to be applied.”87

Şakir and other CUP functionaries also roamed from province to province giving oral and written orders to deport and massacre Christians.88 Governors who refused to comply were removed from office.89 Christians were mustered to town centers and then sent on long deportation routes where systematic deprivation of vital daily needs, taunting, torture, and massacre were used to destroy them.90 The prosecutor’s 13 January 1920 concluding statement at the Turkish courts-martial read as follows: “The extermination of the Armenians and confiscation of their property and land flowed from decisions made by the Central Committee of Union and Progress. Behaeddin Șakir organized battalions of butchers … and coordinated all the crimes committed in [Erzerum, Bitlis, Van, Dyarbekir, Harput, Trebizond, Sivas, and Canik]. The state was complicit in these crimes. No government official, no judge, no gendarme ever stepped in to protect the populations subjected to these atrocities.91 The deportation policy was created by the central CUP leadership. In a conversation with outraged American ambassador Henry Morgenthau, Talât claimed that Armenians “refused to disarm when we told them to. They opposed us at Van and at Zeitoun, and they helped the Russians. There is only one way in which we can defend ourselves against them in the future, and that is just to deport them” and that the suffering of the entire Armenian population was “inevitable.”92 Talât was clearly aware of the DA crimes. Talât provided further comment to the Beliner Tagelatt: “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 to-day might be guilty to-morrow!”93 Talât’s tautological reasoning confused history with charged and eliminatory nationalism. A telegram written by Naim Bey on 11 January 1916 noted the following problem of bodies lying on the deportation caravan routes:


Some seven or eight hundred Armenians died every day [at this point] from disaster, destitution, and disease. They were buried in the mud, their remains scattered by the carrion fowl [that feasted on them]; it was a state of affairs that seared the human conscience. The German and Austrian officers [serving with the Ottoman forces] would see these sights and send by written reports to their own countries. Talat Paşa heard reports of this and wished to hide his crimes under a shovelful of dirt, to bury them, but even by moving heaven and earth, these bitter calamities could not be hidden from memory or caused to be forgotten.94



CUP official cables confirm that the Three Paşas and party functionaries were systematic in their desires to hide evidence of genocide.95 A cable from Talât reads, “Have the dead bodies on the roads buried, not by throwing the corpses into ravines or rivers and lakes, and the possessions that they left along the roads.”96 In another conversation with Morgenthau, Talât plainly stated, “They can live in the desert but nowhere else.”97 He later added, “No Armenian can be our friend after what we have done to them.”98

While Talât possessed a genocidal braggadocio about his actions, Enver was more subdued.99 In a conversation with Morgenthau, Enver stated:


The Armenians had a fair warning of what would happen to them in case they joined our enemies.… You know what happened at Van.… We knew that they were planning uprisings in other places. You must understand that we are now fighting for our lives at the Dardanelles and that we are sacrificing thousands of men. While we are engaged in such a struggle as this, we cannot permit people in our own country to attack us in the back. We have got to prevent this no matter what means we have to resort to.100



Morgenthau asked, Why persecute an entire people for the possible actions of a few? Enver replied, “Your point is all right during peace times. We can then use Platonic means to quiet Armenians and Greeks, but in time of war we cannot investigate and negotiate. We must act promptly and with determination.”101 Enver also argued, “How can we furnish bread to the Armenians when we can’t get enough for our own people? I know that they are suffering and that it is quite likely that they cannot get bread at all this coming winter. But we have the utmost difficulty in getting flour and clothing right here in Constantinople.”102 When Morgenthau offered money and missionaries ready to provide relief, Enver quickly declined and said, “That is one of the worst things that could happen.”103 For Morgenthau, “Enver’s logic was fairly maddening.… The more money which the Americans sent to feed the Armenians, the more Armenians Turkey intended to massacre!”104



Justifying Genocide (Spring–Fall 1915)

The Temporary Law of Deportation (27 May 1915) authorized the wholesale deportation of Armenian communities.105 The use of deportation was discussed as early as February 1915, as evidenced by a telegram from Tahsin Bey, “who reminded Talât that the former commander of the Third Army, Hafız İsmail Hakkı, had himself voiced his ‘fears’ of what might happen if the Armenians were deported from the vilayet of Erzerum.”106 The law gave extraordinary powers to the Three Paşas to oversee genocidal operations, circumventing the cabinet and normal political processes. Article 4 of the law gave the minister of war (Enver) wide-ranging powers to plan deportations and various national, provincial, security sector, and political personnel the power to execute these plans. To ensure this law was not debated, the CUP suspended Parliament (1 March 1915) and “railroaded” the law through the cabinet on 27 May 1915 (while deportation operations were already underway).107 The object of the law was to gain at least a veneer—albeit an extraordinarily thin one—of legal legitimacy for the uprooting and displacement of Armenian communities.108 This allowed the CUP to justify its actions to domestic and international audiences by claiming that these actions were done within the rule of law. For Peter Balakian, the critical word in the law was “sensing”: if the CUP sensed “espionage,” “treason,” or had a military necessity, it could deport Armenian populations.109 This gave the Ottomans a wide array of problematic/untrue justifications for their genocidal actions.

The Temporary Law of Expropriation and Confiscation (13 September 1915) justified the “stealing, plundering, and appropriating” of Armenian wealth.110 The law authorized Ottoman authorities to document and seize Armenian properties, sell them at auctions, and hold the money in a trust until the deportees returned. Armenian wealth was considered “abandoned goods,” which led to widespread pillaging.111 Christian properties were seized if they were not sold by their owners and were redistributed to Turks, who took possession of said belongings. By the written law, Armenians were to be compensated for their losses, but those payments never materialized.112 These two laws laid the foundations for DA crimes. They gave the CUP deniability mechanisms: to claim that these were only temporary measures and that there were clear mechanisms to allow for the return of people and property. These laws were designed only as an attempt to hide the genocidal policies being implemented in Anatolia and gave extraordinary powers to the highest-ranking CUP members to implement these violent policies.




The Road to Genocide in Anatolia

While a written or recorded order may or may not exist for the Three Paşas, their attitudes toward Christians demonstrate beyond a reasonable doubt that they knew of the genocide, intended to commit genocide, had control over genocidal processes, and orchestrated genocide against a constructed “Christian enemy.” The choice to commit genocide was the result of individual agency occurring within a particular Ottoman context. The final decades of the Ottoman Empire and its decline provided the structural opportunities for violent solutions to take root and flourish. An aggrieved society will always be more receptive to political violence against scapegoated populations. In this context, the CUP was able to spread its discriminatory, dehumanizing views of Christians, which laid the foundations for support of genocide within the government and society. The CUP decided to commit genocide under the cover of war and recast Christian minorities as dangerous internal enemies. This identity construction meant that Christians had to be “defeated” for the preservation of the (Turkish) nation. The CUP unleashed DA crimes on all Christian populations by May 1915, and the genocide continued until at least 1923 on a systematic level.







7
Excision


The Ottoman Genocide of Christian Minorities (1914–1925)


The DA crimes against Christian minorities in the Ottoman Empire were perpetrated by both the CUP (1914–1918) and the Kemalist (1919–1925) regimes.1 The CUP was undoubtedly the first regime to implement ideas of a Turkish national identity, and while the Kemalists denounced the CUP’s crimes, Mustafa Kemal seized the opportunity at the beginning of the interwar period to homogenize Anatolia by continuing DA crimes. The 1918 atrocity pause can be explained by processes of creating peace and the need for stability in that one year of reprieve (see table 7.1).2

The Ottoman genocide of Christian minorities was an unfolding process.3 Systematic DA crimes against Aegean Greeks began in 1914—their homes were destroyed, and they were sent toward either Greece proper or the Anatolian heartland (first the Konia Desert and then Der Zor) between 1914 and 1916. Assyrians were killed between 1914 and 1925. Located primarily in the heartland, Assyrians were displaced toward Der Zor and were also the disproportionate victims of many massacres. The Armenian genocide took place primarily between 1915 and 1923. Armenians were mostly located in historical Armenia in the heartland regions of the empire, and they were almost exclusively displaced toward Der Zor. Pontic Greeks were subjected to DA crimes between 1916 and 1918, and from 1919 to 1923.4 Aegean Greeks were targeted once more when Kemal’s troops pushed back the Hellenic Army during the Greco-Turkish War, burned Smyrna, and killed and displaced its Christian residents (see table 7.2).

Table 7.1

Years of DA Crimes in the Ottoman Empire





	Targeted community

	Years of displacement atrocity crimes






	Assyrians

	1914–1925




	Aegean (Ionian and Thracian) Greeks

	1914–1916; 1919–1923




	Armenians

	1915–1923




	Pontic Greeks

	1916–1918; 1919–1923




	SOURCE: Tessa Hofmann, “Cumulative Genocide: The Massacres and Deportations of the Greek Population of the Ottoman Empire (1912–1923),” in The Genocide of the Ottoman Greeks: Studies on the State-Sponsored Campaign of Extermination of the Christians of Asia Minor (1912–1922) and Its Aftermath; History, Law, Memory, ed. Tessa Hofmann, Matthias Bjørnlund, and Vasileios Meichanetsidis (Athens: Melissa International, 2011); Akçam, The Young Turks’ Crime against Humanity, 63–96, 125–340; Joseph Yacoub, Year of the Sword: The Assyrian Christian Genocide; A History (New York: Oxford University Press, 2017), 15–120.







Table 7.2

Places of DA Crimes in the Ottoman Empire





	Targeted community

	Places of displacement atrocity crimes






	Aegean (Ionian and Thracian) Greeks

	Aegean coastline to Der Zor and Konia Desert




	Assyrians

	Heartland to Der Zor and Mesopotamia




	Armenians

	Heartland to Der Zor and Mesopotamia




	Pontic Greeks

	Black Sea coastline to Der Zor








Making Displacement Atrocity Crimes Possible


Elimination of Humanitarianism: Turkification and Wartime Norms

The elimination of humanitarianism in the Ottoman Empire and Turkey worked in a three-part mechanism. First, Turkification as an official state policy created cognitive maps for violence against Christian minorities. Both the CUP and the Kemalist regimes espoused a coherent vision for Anatolia—pure and devoid of Christian minorities so that Turks could blossom.5 The Three Paşas led the switch toward extremism.6 These beliefs were absorbed by many and manifested in three key ideas: (1) Turks were the rightful heirs to Anatolia; (2) Turks had been humiliated for centuries at the hands of Christian populations; and (3) Turks had to protect themselves via displacement from Christian populations before Christians tore the Turkish empire apart from within, aided by external allies.7 The best evidence of mainstream populace acceptance of CUP ideology was the rampant ransacking and looting of Christian properties as Christians were being deported, demonstrating a widespread lack of value assigned to Christian lives and properties. Additionally, the systematic assimilation policies targeted toward Christian children, with Turks attempting to fully assimilate children into being “Turkish”—not Armenian or Greek or Assyrian—demonstrates a strong dedication to erasure.8 While many Turks were bystanders or beneficiaries of Ottoman crimes, there were also resisters and rescuers as well (although their numbers pale in comparison).9

Second, the structural opportunities war presents create conditions for the acceptance of violence as a viable political solution for a diversity of issues. Both the Great War and the Greco-Turkish War provided violent scripts for the population to accept that Christians were internal enemies who might collaborate with external enemies.10 The treason hysteria swept throughout Anatolia, and war provided a cover for these “necessary” crimes. If Christians were enemy populations waiting for a chance to revolt, the coming of war in 1914 and 1919 was a potential opportunity for their supposed rebellions. War normalized the mobilization of troops, irregular forces, and other formations. The wartime deportations of Christian populations appeared official, and according to the law, they were only “temporary” deportations.11

Third, the official state policy of the CUP and Kemalist regimes gave state-sanctioned legitimacy to the violence (though this was only a facade).12 DA crimes were partially perpetrated far away from cities, but the residents of hundreds of cities and towns that were positioned along displacement routes would have absolutely seen, interacted with, and known about the displacement caravans and their deadly consequences. The three-part mechanism of ethnoreligious homogenization of a Turkish imagined community, violence as a standard for settling disputes, and the authority and license to execute destructive plans aided in plunging Anatolia toward atrocity and silencing Turkish dissent regarding DA crime processes.



Sociopolitical Disruption: Decapitation Strikes

The Ottoman genocide of Christians could be implemented quickly due to the disorganization of targeted communities. Without community organizers, intellectuals, and religious figures, targeted communities had significantly more challenges organizing resistance to genocide. As early as 1909 and 1911, Greeks along the Aegean coastline began to be destabilized through murders and disappearances of intellectuals, religious leaders, and community organizers.13 In 1914, even before the declaration of war (whereby Christians were branded as existential threats to the empire), the killing and looting of Assyrians was beginning.14 Famously on 24 April 1915, three hundred Armenian intellectuals, religious leaders, and prominent individuals in society were arrested and executed.15 Pontic Greek community leaders began to be killed in 1915 and 1916.16 These targeted killings were, according to Donald Bloxham, “decapitation” strikes aimed at destroying the high-level social bonds that high-profile figures aid in creating.17 These high-profile roving strikes occurred just before DA crimes took place for each community. This social disruption occurred in different time periods.

The perpetrators devised a five-pronged strategy of disrupting social bonds and annihilating resistance:

1.   Make mass arrests of men and notables.

2.   Send them away to an unknown destination.

3.   On the road to the destination, divide the convoy into groups of between fifty and one hundred.

4.   Where executions are to take place, force the victims to remove their clothes before massacring them and throwing their bodies into wells.

5.   As sworn on the Koran, nothing should be told to the Christians of the town about the acts committed by the executioners or the fate of those executed.18

These processes of destroying social bonds and resistance were incredibly important to the creation of deportation caravans meant to annihilate Ottoman Christians, as future crimes could be carried out free of resistance from local communities. Thus, the targeted communities would be fragmented at a time when they needed solidarity. The destruction of central Christian leaders set the stage for exploitations of a weakened community deprived of social cohesion.



Elimination of Resistance: The Labor Battalions and Sieges

Already, the Ottoman regime eliminated the possibilities for humanitarianism and disrupted social continuities among targeted communities, which laid the groundwork for future crimes. The elimination of resistance took the form of conscripting men into amele tabuları (labor battalions) and defeating external forces that could have prevented DA crimes.


The Labor Battalions. The labor battalions were used from 1914 to 1922 and were first implemented against Greek men along the Aegean coastline. Many were slaughtered, were killed by indirect methods, or committed suicide (in significantly lesser numbers), effectively decimating the Christian male population.19 In late 1914, labor battalions were expanded and incorporated hundreds of thousands of Armenian men. The forced enlistment began with men aged 20 to 45, then 15 to 20, and finally 45 to 60.20 Minister Enver believed disastrous defeat in his Caucasus campaign could be blamed on Armenian soldiers not fighting hard enough against Russians.21 As a punitive measure, Enver ordered Armenian fighting units disarmed and transformed into labor battalions, where they would be worked to death for their perceived disloyalty to the Ottoman cause. As a matter of historical accuracy, Armenian soldiers fought valiantly for the Ottomans.22

Men were forced to construct military earthworks and trenches and to transport supplies through the sweltering summer heat and frigid mountainous terrain while systematically being deprived of food, water, proper clothing, medical care, and shelter.23 As a function of war, the labor battalions provided the empire with forced military logistics labor, thus allowing Turkish soldiers to predominantly be fighters. Many labor battalion conscripts were forced to carry daily loads of fifty-five kilograms each and were sent to construct roads in brutal weather conditions with scant vital daily needs.24 Entire labor battalions were sometimes massacred after they completed their tasks.25 Mutilations, bastinadoes, and beatings were common, and massacres of men were taking place by March 1915.26 Across nearly a decade of use, the labor battalion death rate exceeded 80 to 90 percent.27 The amele tabuları were orchestrated by the CUP and military leadership as a means of destroying Armenian (and Greek and Assyrian) men through attrition. Importantly, the labor battalions destroyed fighting-age men, depriving Christian communities of the demographic (men aged 15–60) most likely to offer military resistance to genocidal practices.28



Siege Warfare. A major turning point to systematizing DA crimes was the resistance at Van. The siege of Van, located in the heartland of the empire, began on 17 April 1915 and saved thousands from death. DA crimes against Armenians had already begun in Zeitun. The siege, however, provided the propaganda the CUP needed to sell their account of treasonous Christian populations.29 Once news of the horrors of the Zeitun columns reached Van, Armenians organized resistance.30 On 20 April, the Ottoman military besieged Van, and the city’s thirty thousand population doubled with Armenian refugees seeking safety.31 The Ottomans brought an army of 5,000 well-equipped soldiers to bear on Van, while the Armenian fighting force numbered no more than 1,500, with only three hundred rifles. In the words of Ambassador Henry Morgenthau, “Yet the Armenians fought with the utmost heroism and skill; they had little chance of holding off their enemies indefinitely, but they knew that a Russian army was fighting its way to Van.”32 After five weeks of fighting, the Russians appeared and relieved the Armenians.33 However, thousands died during voluntary flights toward British Mesopotamia and Russia due to a lack of supplies.34 The episode provided data that was misconstrued as Christian disloyalty, not a story of resistance to atrocity.

Likewise, the Pontic Greeks were temporarily saved by the Russians once they invaded Pontus. The Great War, once again, played an integral role in justifying genocidal processes. The disastrous Caucasus campaign led to a Russian occupation of parts of the northeastern Ottoman Empire. This occupation reached as far as Van in the heartland and Trabzon along the Pontus coastline between 1915 and February 1917.35 During this time, a small number of Ottoman Christians collaborated with the invading Russian military, which all but cemented the self-fulfilling prophecy of the CUP: internal Christians would link with external Christians and tear the empire apart in an elaborate conspiracy. The evacuation of Russian troops after the 1917 revolution sealed the fates of Christians along the Pontus coastline, in eastern Anatolia, and elsewhere. The removal of Russian troops stripped Christians of their protectors.36

In the 1920s, the Greco-Turkish War began a new wave of Turkish anti-Greek atrocities—and accelerated the rate of atrocities against Greeks (the presence of the Greek Army was used as a justification to kill Greeks who might collaborate).37 Greece had been promised influence in the Ottoman Empire, and in order to compel the entente powers to keep their promises, Greece invaded the empire in 1919 and rapidly expanded its military operations.38 Greeks landed and occupied the Aegean city of Smyrna. While Thrace and the Smyrna millet were promised to Greece, the resurgent Turks led by the Kemalists pushed the Greeks back into the Aegean Sea, leaving Anatolia largely ethnically homogeneous.39



Cusp of Atrocity. Displacement in the Ottoman case should be considered a logical resort of the CUP and Kemalist regimes. Despite their differences in governance, their similarities in perpetration of crimes reflected a single unified fear of internal Christian revolt. The “Christian problem” could finally be solved in its entirety. Any humanitarianism or possible resistance was crushed, and DA crimes took place far away from battlefields; no help could reach them.





Displacement Atrocity Crimes

DA crimes were implemented in different spaces and times in Anatolia. According to Taner Akçam, prior to the Great War, the CUP had “formulated a policy that they began to execute in the Aegean region against the Greeks and, during the war years, expanded to include the Assyrians, the Chaldeans, the Syrians, and especially the Armenians.”40 That policy was genocide, which was an unfolding process—a series of violent events tied together as a systematic attack on Christian populations.41 The initial Aegean population homogenization transformed into annihilation after difficulties with population transfers were encountered. Greeks were rerouted hundreds of kilometers inland and were later joined by Armenians, Pontic Greeks, and Assyrians on displacement caravans that destroyed hundreds of thousands of lives.42 The CUP’s crimes began in the west and moved eastward in Anatolia. Once Aegean Greeks, Armenians, and Assyrians were forced to move, the CUP shifted its focus to the Pontic Greeks in the north. Regime change and Greek invasion after the Great War was pushed back by Kemal’s forces. While Kemal denounced the crimes of the previous CUP regime, he hypocritically reinitiated the exact same DA crime processes that the CUP had implemented short years before.43 The reignited DA crimes against Pontic Greeks, Armenians, Assyrians, and Aegean Greeks moved from east to west this time. DA crimes against Christian minorities in Anatolia were perpetrated by both the CUP (1914–1918) and the Kemalist (1919–1925) regimes, forming a cohesive era of annihilation from 1914 to 1925.


Direct Killing and Compulsory Displacement

Systems of DA crimes were made possible due to direct violence, which was used to compel Christians into displacement and sustain displacement.44 While most direct violence occurred away from the cities in fits of extraordinary violence, such as massacres, the direct violence used to initially compel displacement was important for creating the opportunities for systems of indirect killing to take root. Christian inhabitants of large cities were subjected to terrible violence, though smaller rural towns were sites of more pronounced violence. These systems worked in three ways. First, perpetrators—whether they were Ottoman army regulars, Kurdish tribesmen, or irregulars from the state or local level—used direct violence at the community level to compel Christians to leave their homes.45 The direct violence to compel displacement often involved executions, forceful physical attacks, sexual violence, and a devastating severing of links with home.

Massacres and displacement columns worked in concert to annihilate Christians.46 Displacement columns were formed after Ottoman authorities occupied towns and cities and informed their targets that they had only a few moments or days to prepare to leave, resulting in many leaving most if not all their worldly and personal possessions behind.47 For Vahakn N. Dadrian, “The disguise which proved most perilous for the victim population was the air of solicitousness with which the Turkish authorities officially pledged to ‘relocate’ that population whose deportation they had decreed under a plea of wartime military necessity. The outcome of these deportations and the actual fate of the targeted population are matters of historical record.”48 George Shirinian adds, “Sometimes the Armenians were given a few days’ notice to prepare for their deportation, sometimes only a few hours. They were allowed to take what they could carry in wagons, on donkeys, or on their persons. Everything else was confiscated by the state with the false promise that a record would be kept and the Armenians would be compensated later. No compensation was ever made.”49

Second, direct violence used against Christian populations occurred during displacement operations to compel Christians to continue their lethal exoduses. During displacement operations, perpetrators walked or rode alongside deportation caravans and force-marched the displaced until they could no longer progress, at which point they were left to die or were killed on the spot.50 In a matter of a few short days, the targeted populations were reduced to a state of pauperism, and deportees were “whipped, raped, tortured, and shot in ongoing procession.”51 Caravans were miles in length, and horseback-mounted perpetrators escorted the columns to annihilation. Relieving oneself could be punished by torture or death if one did not continually move.52 Consuming vital daily needs was met with severe punishment if disallowed by the perpetrators.53

Third, massacres were used as a method to quickly annihilate entire displacement columns instead of waiting for the Christians to succumb to indirect killing methods. All along roadsides bodies were strewn about, victims of bodily degradation and massacre.54 For the Turks, the purpose of the deportations is made clear by the commander of the Ottoman Third Army, Vehip Paşa: “The massacre and annihilation of the Armenians and their looting and pillaging by the killers were the result of a decision made by the [C]entral [C]ommittee of the [Committee of] Union and Progress.… These specific acts of violence, which [were] carried out in accordance with a comprehensive program and with a clear intent, were performed upon the instruction and urging, and with the supervision and follow-up of government functionaries … which had discarded [all considerations of] law and conscience.”55 Once weakened, the displaced were sometimes swiftly annihilated via massacre. Ottoman officer Raphael de Nogales recalled seeing the following in Seert:


The ghastly slope was crowned by thousands of half-nude and still bleeding corpses, lying in heaps, or interlaced in death’s final embrace.… I met various sub-Governors of the province, assembled in council under the presidency of the chief of the local gendarmes … who had directed the massacre in person. From their talk I realized at once that the thing had been arranged the day before by Jevdet Bey. Meanwhile I had taken up my lodging in a handsome house belonging to Nestorians, which had been sacked like all the rest. There was nothing left in the way of furniture except a few broken chairs. Walls and floors were stained with blood.56



Even upon arrival in Der Zor, massacres were common to cleanse the province of too many Christians.57

American accounts from Der Zor cite overcrowding, a systematic lack of supplies, overwhelming heat, disease, starvation, dehydration, exhaustion, and mental trauma among the displaced.58 American consul to Aleppo Jesse Jackson noted horrifying scenes of arriving Christians, with one group of women who were “entirely naked, their hair flowing in the air like wild beasts” and their skin “the color of a green olive, the skin peeling off in great blotches, and many of them carrying gashes on the head and wounds on the body as a result of the terrible beatings.”59 Some of the displaced were locked in train cars and were deprived of their vital daily needs until reaching transportation hubs, then forcibly displaced again to Der Zor. Even deportees taken to Der Zor by train arrived in terrible condition due to a lack of vital daily needs.60 For Akçam, the limited demographic spaces made available to the Armenians in Syria amounts to compelling evidence of exterminationist demographic policymaking.61

There were also variances in perpetration methods against distinct groups. While the targeting of Armenians often included the use of deportation columns as a primary method of genocide, the destruction of the Assyrians often emphasized the use of massacres rather than deportation—though displacement was incredibly widespread.62 From January to November 1915, the policy of extermination was particularly deadly, as hundreds of thousands of Assyrians were deported and massacred.63 Mass drownings were also used as a killing process against Pontic Greeks, with indescribable horrors.64



Forced Displacement and Indirect Killing

Displacement columns followed a clear plan of linear displacements along predetermined displacement routes. Typically, Christians were collected from towns and cities and then marched to transfer hubs. Main deportation hubs in Sivas, Muş, Erzurum, and Diyarbakir sent larger columns to their deaths in the heartland. These hubs then created larger groups of victims to be marched—“evacuated”—to their deaths in the Konia and Syrian Deserts.


The Caravans. It is estimated that the death rates among those deported reached levels of 80 to 90 percent.65 Ambassador Morgenthau estimated that the total survivors of the displacements could not exceed 15 percent.66 During his exodus, Armenian Varteres Mikael Garougian asked perpetrators about the bodies he found along the roadside. The guards responded that the bodies were most likely Greeks, and “because they were unable to survive the travel and hunger, they became ill and died. Since the moving caravans did not have time to bury the dead bodies, they left them on the path and departed.”67 If victims of displacement atrocities were able to survive their arduous marches, then they had to navigate the Syrian Desert to reach some semblance of safety in British Mesopotamia, typically in and around Baghdad. American consul Jackson noted that of the original 300,000 Armenian inhabitants of Sivas, only 5,000 reached Aleppo on their way to Der Zor.68 Some deportation caravans were four thousand victims strong, sometimes chained together, starving, and forced to pay scarce money for a drink of water or a piece of bread at wildly inflated prices.69 Ronald Grigor Suny adds, “Extermination went along with deportation.… The caravans of refugees faced torture, interminable forced marches, disease, hunger, and thirst. Women and girls were raped, and the sick were left behind to die.”70 Most victims succumbed to indirect killing processes in myriad ways: passing away at night, dropping from exhaustion, slow death via dehydration and malnourishment, and death by disease due to displacement and the extreme strains on the human body.

Some caravans were met with genocidal massacre after being weakened by deprivation policies, as this Armenian account states:


I was twelve years old. I was with my mother. They drove us with whips, and we had no water. It was very hot and many of us died because there was no water. They drove us with whips, I do not know how many days and nights and weeks, until we came to the Arabian desert. My sisters and the little baby died on the way. We went through a town, I do not know its name. The streets were full of dead—all cut to pieces.…

They drove us over them. I keep dreaming about that. We came to a place on the desert, a hollow place in the sand, with hills all around it. There were thousands of us there, many, many thousands, all women and girl-children. They herded us like sheep into the hollow. Then it was dark, and we heard firing all around us. We said, “The killing has begun.” All night we waited for them—my mother and I—we waited for them to reach us. But they did not come, and in the morning when we looked around, no one was killed. No one was killed at all.

They had not been killing us. They had been signaling to the wild tribes that we were there. The Kurds came later in the morning, in the daylight; the Kurds and many other kinds of men from the desert. They came over the hills and rode down and began killing us. All day long they were killing; you see there were so many of us. All that they did not think they could sell, they killed. They kept on killing all night, and in the morning—in the morning they killed my mother.71



In Der Zor, horrifying conditions of arriving and concentrated displaced persons were reported. There was no cessation to the arrival of deportation caravans, with Christians arriving in Der Zor by the thousands each day.72 Der Zor was an obvious choice, as the Aegean Greek transfers demonstrated to the Young Turks that displacing Christian populations to other countries could threaten the security of the Ottoman Empire. The Turks were petrified of the possibility of displacing Armenians toward the Russian Empire, as they feared that the Armenians would merely join the Russian military and invade Anatolia.73 Thus, they chose displacement in the opposite direction.

According to Suny, “What deportations did not achieve, starvation did.”74 The tens of thousands of Armenians who reached Der Zor were reduced to a state of pauperism and degraded bodies stemming from displacement. Some thousands managed to survive, but many other thousands were killed by starvation and disease, as well as massacres and “cleansings” of the Der Zor camps.75 One German teacher who observed the Armenians in Der Zor believed they had forgotten how to eat: “They lie there quietly and wait for death.”76 Der Zor provided a logical end point; there would be no relief for any Christian population there, humanitarian or military. Some of the first deportations ended in massacre, but the later deportations—especially after spring–summer 1915—continually kept Armenians on the move to destroy them and to ensure that they did not comprise more than 10 percent of a province’s total demographic.77 To quote Hofmann, “After various death marches since 1915, disguised as deportations[,] and after the previous conscriptions of 1914 and 1921[,] Turkish militaries and paramilitaries had achieved a rich experience in ways of physical destruction by indirect ways.”78



A Process of Annihilation. The initial displacements in 1914 shifted from population transfer to Greece to DA crimes in the Anatolian heartlands.79 Initially, the Ottomans attempted economic boycotts of Greek businesses to compel them to leave Anatolia.80 When this failed, the CUP used direct violence to compel flight.81 These methods included “various forms of psychological and physical intimidation, including obstruction of agricultural activities, raids, arsons, killings, forced evacuation of whole villages within a few hours, forced expatriation, massacres, deportations into the Asian heartland and obligatory conscription in labor battalions.”82 Arnold Toynbee elaborated: “Entire Greek communities were driven from their homes by terrorism, their houses and land and often their movable property were seized, and individuals were killed in the process.… The procedure bore evidence of being systematic.… They carried out the designs of the Union and Progress Government against the Armenians.”83 Ambassador Morgenthau believed the population transfers of 100,000–200,000 Greeks from Thrace and Ionia paved the way for future deportations against the Armenians.84 In late 1915 and 1916, the persecution of Christians in the Aegean littoral zone reached Smyrna, where violence and small-scale deportations from the city took place, though less so compared to the rest of coastline. In November 1916, the violence and deportations ceased, only to resume in 1917.85

The first deportations of Armenians preceded the popular historical start date of 24 April 1915, starting instead in Erzurum in November 1914.86 Later, the governor of Adana erroneously believed that Armenians contacted British warships to plan an insurrection, and on 26 February 1915, the Armenians were ordered from the coastline to the interior in Osmaniye, Ceyhan, and Adana.87 According to Dadrian, “Alleging treasonable acts, separatism, and other assorted acts by the Armenians as a national minority, the Ottoman authorities ordered, for national security reasons, the wholesale deportation of the Armenian population of the empire’s eastern and southeastern provinces. This act resulted from a concerted drive by the military authorities, in collusion with the Central Committee of the Ittihad part, to divest Anatolia of its Armenian population under the cover of war.”88 On 31 March 1915, the first deportation caravans were formed from Armenian populations in Zeitun and were forcibly displaced toward Der Zor (the most common destination). Similar initial deportations were formed from Dörtyol.89 There was limited opportunity for Armenians to offer resistance:


[They] were driven under guard into the wilderness. Survivors reported later that the caravans were looted, individuals murdered, others taken into Muslim families and forced to convert. Most children under age five were to be spared for adoption by Muslims. Some women leaped into the Euphrates rather than surrender to their captors. Kurdish women attacked the Armenians with knives, calling for money and searching the corpses for valuables. People were marched through the Kemah gorges along the Euphrates, a long passage with the turbulent river on one side and insurmountable cliffs on the others that soon became a sanguinary killing field. The irregulars of the Çetes bayonetted the men, threw bodies in the river, and raped women.90



On 30 June 1915, American consul Leslie A. Davis wrote to Ambassador Morgenthau, noting that the Armenians were being deported in wholesale numbers and massacred in the most brutal and sadistic fashions.91 Davis also wrote of terrible horrors inflicted on Armenians at the initial deportations, where he likened Turkish and Kurdish perpetrators to “vultures swooping down on their prey.”92 Some of the first deportations ended in massacre, but the deportations after spring–summer 1915 continually kept Armenians on the move to destroy them.93

Armenians from all over the empire were destroyed, taken to hubs and made into large displacement caravans to be exterminated.94 Bodies were feasted on by vultures, emaciated corpses rotted in the heat of Anatolia, and consuls from Russia, Germany, and America believed that what was taking place was a total annihilation of Armenians.95 Almost all caravans from the north and west made their way through the Mamuret ül-Aziz vilayet, a place Davis labeled the “slaughterhouse province,” as Armenians were subjected to rape, torture, slashing, whipping, mass executions, and burning and were, on a larger scale, deprived of vital daily needs.96

DA crimes against the Pontic Greeks were initiated at the onset of winter in 1916. Deportation columns were ordered, provisions were not supplied, and the license to commit mass violence on the Greeks meant that the intentions of deportation remained consistent: annihilation.97 Some Pontic Greeks were sent to Turkish baths and then sent out into the extreme winter winds to die of pneumonia and exposure during death marches.98 In a 16 July 1916 telegraph, German consul M. Kuckhoff wrote that the pretext of preventing espionage was a prima facie justification for deportation: “In Turkish the terms deportation and destruction have the same meaning, for in most cases those who are not killed fall victim to diseases or starvation.”99 The deportations were perpetrated under pretenses of temporary resettlement, which supposedly necessitated the presence of armed guards for “protecting” the Greek caravans.100

The genocidal processes inflicted on the Pontic Greeks have not been as researched as the victimization of Armenians, but the brutality inflicted on both communities was, in almost all instances, the same. Christians were death-marched naked in the winter and forced to drink swamp water in order to bring about a faster destruction of the deportation group via typhus.101 The columns were formed after Ottoman authorities occupied towns and cities and informed Greeks they had only a few days to prepare for displacement, forcing many to leave most if not all of their worldly and personal possessions behind, which were bound to be stolen by their Turkish neighbors.102 Thea Halo’s grandmother survived one of these death marches:


In the beginning, each day was like the last. We still had food, even though it was meager, and we still had our health. The landscape was lush and green and the fruit and nut trees were in full bloom.…

Almost without noticing, the landscape changed. The trees grew smaller, the rocks grew taller, and the colors changed from green to sand. Little by little, jagged cliffs and parched, coarse earth stretched out before us as far as the eye could see. The sun beat down on us all day without the relief of a saving breeze coming from a tree-lined hillside. At night we lay in our sweaty clothes pressed together to keep warm under our little blanket tents.

We had been on the road for about four months when my shoes wore out completely. Walking through this barren land with bare feet was like walking on pitted glass. The food we had brought was also gone. Each day brought another death, another body left to decompose on the side of the road. Some simply fell dead in their tracks. Their crumpled bodies littered the road like pieces of trash flung from a passing cart, left for buzzards and wolves.

It was good fortune if victims died in the evening when we had stopped for the night. Then the victim’s kin could try to cover the body with a few grains of soil, using a spoon or stick to scratch the earth. But in the daytime the soldiers kept our death march moving, ready with their whips to prod us on with a swift, stinging lash.

When our food was gone, Father bought something in the small towns we passed through when the soldiers allowed it or were not looking, but often there was nothing. The sound of crying was a constant companion for the first few months, but even that had diminished as our bodies grew weaker, our minds numbed, and our eyes focused only on the road ahead.103



Perpetrators force-marched Greeks with the purpose of destroying them.104 The cold of the winter and the heat of the summer dehydrated and exhausted the displaced, and soldiers were fond of marching Greeks near water fountains only to deny them relief.105 The only bit of relief was that the soldiers prayed five times a day, which allowed the Greeks precious time to rest and gather scant resources.106

According to Enver, the deportations were for “strictly military reasons” and were intended to be only fifty kilometers in distance.107 However, many Pontic Greeks were forced to march over eight hundred kilometers on foot from the Black Sea coastline to the Syrian Desert—exceeding the original estimate by 750 kilometers. These deportations constituted the primarily indirect means of death during the Pontic Greek genocide. Ambassador Morgenthau was able to succinctly decipher the DA crime processes against all Christian populations:


The Turks adopted almost identically the same procedure against the Greeks as that which they had adopted against the Armenians. They began by incorporating the Greeks into the Ottoman army and then transforming them into labor battalions, using them to build roads in the Caucasus and other scenes of action. These Greek soldiers, just like the Armenians, died by thousands from cold, hunger, and other privations. The same house-to-house searches for hidden weapons took place in the Greek villages, and Greek men and women were beaten and tortured just as were their fellow Armenians. The Greeks had to submit to the same forced requisitions, which amounted in their case, as in the case of the Armenians, merely to plundering on a wholesale scale. The Turks attempted to force the Greek subjects to become Mohammedans; Greek girls, just like Armenian girls, were stolen and taken to Turkish harems and Greek boys were kidnapped and placed in Moslem households. The Greeks, just like the Armenians, were accused of disloyalty to the Ottoman Government; the Turks accused them of furnishing supplies to the English submarines in the Marmora and also of acting as spies. The Turks also declared that the Greeks were not loyal to the Ottoman Government, and that they also looked forward to the day when the Greeks inside of Turkey would become part of Greece.… The Turks, as in the case of the Armenians, seized upon this as an excuse for a violent onslaught on the whole race. Everywhere the Greeks were gathered in groups and, under the so-called protection of Turkish gendarmes, they were transported, the larger part on foot, into the interior.… Their sufferings … constitute another chapter in the long story of crimes for which civilization will hold the Turks responsible.108



Despite Mustafa Kemal denouncing Young Turk crimes against Christian populations, he gave new life to these policies from 1919 to 1925.109 In June 1921, Kemal’s forces perpetrated DA crimes against Pontic Greeks in Samsun, Trabzon, and the surrounding 394 villages with the same levels of ferocity and violence as in the CUP era.110 Kemal’s forces were also accused of burning three thousand Greeks alive and instituting policies of mass hangings, executions, and rampant sexual violence.111 He would later turn his attention to destroying Kurdish populations, though those crimes are not within the purview of this chapter. His forces massed near Trabzon and drove toward the west, attacking Greek military formations and liberating occupied territories. The liberation of occupied territories coincided with genocidal death marches resuming at the hands of his military, paramilitary, and brigand personnel. The same DA processes of the Young Turk era were repeated in Kemalist Turkey.




Cultural Destruction

In addition to direct and indirect killing, the Ottomans/Turks intended to destroy Christian cultures through the destruction of homes, assimilation and annihilation of children, sexual violence, and demographic disruption. Christian newborns were sometimes given to Turkish or Kurdish families to raise as their own. The Near East Relief Committee for the Armenians and Greeks after the genocide provided systematic assistance to survivors trying to locate and retrieve relatives who were exposed to sexual violence and assimilation policies. Many women and girls were saved, but many stayed where they were because they had experienced their own ontological destruction. They no longer associated their identity as Armenian because they had been “Turkified.”112 Some Christians sold their children before and during deportations to save them from genocidal displacements. For one survivor, “To be honest, these children [taken by non-Armenian households] for the most part, were better cared [for] and received better food and were happier than those who were with their poor parents [in exile].”113 Such were the impossible choices of genocide: surrender children so they may survive (though be ontologically destroyed) or be killed by displacement. The killing of newborns was common, using either mass drownings or immolation.114 Children were sold on a mass scale, and their return was not guaranteed despite the exceptional work of Near East Relief.115

Children are incredibly important group members. They carry with them the possibilities of reproducing groups biologically and culturally. By exterminating children, the perpetrators not only killed members of the group but also halted the reproduction of the group in the future. Thus, the biological continuities of Christian groups were disrupted, and the cultural practices of these groups were in jeopardy of being lost. By targeting children, the perpetrators demonstrated their resolve to erase communities as they were and as they might have become.

Additionally, some Armenian churches were transformed into temporary brothels by Turks for the sexual slavery of women (same-sex rape of men was rampant as well).116 Women and girls were sold into sexual slavery and harems, and boys were subjected to assimilationist tactics. Sexual slavery typically included rape on a systematic scale, forced marriage and prostitution, gender-based violence and sexual violence, and genital mutilation.117 Great Armenian, Greek, and Assyrian cities that once stood as markers of thousands of years of history were demolished, pillaged, and assimilated in an attempted erasure of Christian markers in Anatolia. Christian homes were ransacked, looted, and assimilated by Turkish peoples. For Joseph Yacoub: “Death stalked hundreds of villages, leaving a huge number of orphans, captured children, abandoned individuals, women and girls kidnapped and sold, widows, refugees, those deported and those forcibly converted to Islam.… Historic monuments were destroyed and left abandoned, churches desecrated and schools demolished. Libraries containing rare books and intricate manuscripts were pillaged and destroyed.”118 Cities all throughout the empire lost their Armenian, Greek, and Assyrian names and spellings in favor of Turkish names and spellings, and churches were turned into mosques. Homes were stolen and given to new Turkish owners, and many others were ransacked and destroyed. Some places even ceased to exist. The genocide of Christian minorities was not only biological destruction of political communities but cultural destruction to complete a cycle of erasure as well.




The Ottoman Genocide of Christian Minorities

The displacement mechanisms put into practice by the Ottoman and Turkish authorities were designed to inflict mass suffering and mass death. The choice of displacement allowed Turks to save precious military equipment for the Great War and the later Greco-Turkish War while simply escorting victims to their annihilation using little direct force. Displacement was an efficient way of removing people from social structures that could hide them (i.e., their neighbors and home structures). Perpetrators tormented victims along hundreds of kilometers of displacement, often performing sadistic acts to further the indignities. In this immoral perpetrator universe, Christians were branded as internal enemies that threatened the existence of the empire, meaning they had to be annihilated. In the end, Christian influence in Anatolia was, in a sense, exorcised forever.
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The Hamidian Massacres (1894–1897)


The Hamidian massacres were in some ways a trial run for the later Ottoman genocide of Christian minorities.1 These punctuated episodes of violence occurred all over the Ottoman Empire. Between 1894 and 1897, approximately 200,000 Christians—primarily Armenians—were killed by state and non-state forces in the empire. The question must be asked, though: Why did the empire punitively massacre Christians in the nineteenth century and annihilate Christians using genocidal DA crimes in the early twentieth century? There were two important structural conditions that derailed DA crime policies from occurring in 1894: the violent Turkish national identity program had not yet been conceptualized, and as a result, the violence directed against Christians was cathartic, not necessarily total.

The Hamidian massacres could contemporarily be defined as a crime against humanity (i.e., extermination and murder). When Armenian resistance efforts erupted in Sasun, the stubborn local governor-general incited Muslims to murder Armenians.2 The sultan, upon witnessing continued revolts throughout the Armenian parts of the empire, believed that “this business will end in blood.”3 The European Great Powers confronted the sultan and forced him to agree to a reform package. He later watered this down, stating he would rather die than accept equalizing reforms. Massacres of Armenians continued.4 The sultan expressed the popular view that Armenians were “a degenerate community” who were “always servile,” believing that the empire was faced “with the endless persecutions and hostilities of the Christian world.”5 To combat the perceived amputation of imperial holdings (Greece, Romania, Bulgaria, and parts of the Balkans), the sultan believed that any remaining Christians must be punished into submission before they “tear out our very guts.”6

The Hamidian massacres were centrally planned, and as per Pan-Islamist ideology, “the goal was for Muslims to look upon attacks against Christians as the fulfillment of a religious duty.”7 When Armenians revolted due to repression, demands for equal rights, and a rejection of these rights, Ottoman authorities responded with violence. In 1894, the Ottoman authorities implemented systems of punitive massacre to keep Armenians in the empire as unequal subjects. This violence typically took the form of massacres of Armenians by Muslim clerics and theology students working with Ottoman state forces to encourage and provoke participation in pogrom-style murders. Turkish citizens and state forces participated in hunting down Armenians in gang-style fashion, roving from one neighborhood to another and killing Armenians as they found them. In 1895 this system was formalized, and the Ottoman state aggressively participated in these pogrom-style massacres. This system of atrocity continued to sweep through the empire until 1897, when the final atrocities took place. The Hamidiye regiments (Kurdish tribesmen, organized and armed by the state), Ottoman military forces, and religious figures all participated in organized massacres of Armenians and Assyrians throughout the empire from 1894 to 1897. These units could not have directed themselves in such a coordinated way. The proof of central planning becomes more apparent when one considers that Hamidiye expenses were paid directly from plundered Armenian possessions.8 The Hamidiye were often used at the direction of the sultan to “deal with the Armenians as he wished.”9 British vice-consul H. S. Shipley (a member on the Sasun investigation committee) described the scenes he saw: “[The] Armenians were absolutely hunted like wild beasts, being killed wherever they were met, and if the slaughter was not greater, it was, I believe, solely owing to the vastness of the mountain ranges of that district which enabled the people to scatter, and so facilitated their escape. In fact, and speaking with a full sense of responsibility, I am compelled to say that … [the object was] extermination, pure and simple.”10 British Historian Lord Kinross believed the refusal of the Armenians to submit themselves to double taxation “served as a pretext in 1894 for an atrocious campaign of massacres launched by the Sultan’s orders.”11 After a massacre, the sultan would decorate some officers, allow the Kurds to keep their plunder, and hope that the violence would put an end the possibilities of Armenian revolts.12

Robert Melson noted that “massacre may … have been attractive to the regime because it was a subterfuge [allowing] local authorities and peasants to participate [to ensure] the desired results without clearly implicating the central government.”13 The culture of impunity, the acceptance of massacre, the central organization, and the clear preference for violence in dealing with minority demands for equality demonstrate at least some level of central government planning of the massacres. At the very least, they demonstrate that the central government and the sultan accepted the local use of massacre to deal with political demands for equality. This could best be categorized as intending to murder and exterminate populations as part of a systematic attack—a crime against humanity.

Table 8.1

Ottoman Genocide of Christian Minorities versus Hamidian Massacres Causal Pathways





	Focused variables

	Ottoman genocide of Christians

	Hamidian massacres






	DA crimes

	Yes

	No




	Demographic differences

	Christians viewed through Turkish national identity lens; must be destroyed

	Christians viewed as disloyal citizens; must be punished but not destroyed




	Sociopolitical upheavals

	Imperial decline and the scapegoating of Ottoman Christians lead to destruction in whole

	Imperial decline and the timing of Armenian revolts open structural opportunities for massacres only




	Intent

	Clear intent to destroy Christians using DA crimes and other methods of destruction

	Intent to cathartically punish Christians into submission using massacres




	Methods of violence

	DA crimes

Massacres

Assimilation

	Massacres

Famine

Targeted cultural destruction







In the crumbling Ottoman Empire, Christians were often the targets of scapegoating through verbal and physical attacks for supposedly being the leading reason the empire was falling apart. However, it was only in the twentieth century that the Ottomans/Turks decided to try to fully destroy their Christian populations. In the nineteenth century, there were still clear visions for keeping the empire together and, rather than destroying Christians, punishing them for potentially believing in revolution. There are three unsatisfied variables that explain why the Hamidian massacres (crimes against humanity) did not take the form of the later Ottoman genocide of Christian minorities (see table 8.1). First, Christians in the nineteenth century were not conceptualized as a monolithic whole bent on destroying the empire because the Turkish national identity project had not yet been conceived of. This meant that the thought of annihilating entire Christian populations did not seem to have been ideologically present. Second, the sociopolitical upheavals—the Great War, particularly—that made violence widespread and possible in the twentieth century were not present in the nineteenth century. Armenian revolts were conceptualized as local uprisings that had to be extinguished locally. Finally, the Ottomans did not seek to exterminate Christians at the end of the nineteenth century. Rather, Ottoman authorities believed that targeted and measured uses of violence would repress revolutionary activities and keep the empire together as a single political unit.


Demographic Difference: Pan-Islamism before Turkish Identity

The demography of the Ottoman Empire was the same during the Hamidian massacres and the Ottoman genocide of Christian minorities. However, the political tensions between Christians and Turks were different in the nineteenth century. Before the Hamidian massacres, citizens and governing officials of the empire were only beginning to realize the imminent collapse of a polity that had existed for five hundred years and were trying to save the empire. The Tanzimat reform era created a religious divide that spilled into violence in the 1890s—Muslims did not want Christians to have equality in the caliphate.14 The perceived sleight of equality before the law was damaging for social relations and hierarchies and was reinforced by the sustained losses of the empire at the hands of Christian minorities.

“The stereotype of disproportionate Christian advancement as a result of reform was reinforced as Christian social visibility increased in certain areas that were particularly evident to visitors to western cities and also the Ottoman elite in Istanbul.”15 Armenians occupied some key positions in international trade, urban merchanting, and moneylending; served as business middlemen and rural traders; and also took advantage of imported Western technologies, which allowed for the rapid expansion of diasporic trade networks in general.16 Armenians were engaged in normal economic pursuits to maximize their profits in a market system, but Turks believed the Armenians to be finalizing links in an international-domestic Christian conspiracy against the empire.17 With their new networks, Armenians were able to skillfully articulate their relative deprivations compared to Muslims in the empire to the international community.18 This occurred at a time when the Great Powers had increasing influence over the Ottoman banking and economic systems—in effect controlling capital in the empire.19 Reform was soon discursively equated with the rising tide of Christian influence.

The Treaty of Berlin (1878) succeeded in internationalizing the Armenian question, but the Great Power politics that elevated it also blunted it. Armenian demands for equality and self-determination were favored by Russia but were opposed by the British, who feared another Russian client state in the Caucasus/Asia Minor. The British altered the final treaty to merely call for equality of peoples within the Ottoman Empire, forever trapping Armenians in a state of discrimination and repression.20 Armenians had an international declaration for autonomy, but it was nonbinding and had no enforcement mechanisms—trophy law at best. The failure to secure Armenian minority rights entrenched identity crises in the empire, which were simultaneously multiethnic and religiously heterogeneous with desires for homogeneity (favoring Turks and Islam).

The ideological basis for the killings in the 1890s differed significantly from the early twentieth-century DA crimes. The sultan became transfixed on the idea that Christians were solely responsible for the decline of the Ottoman Empire, stating: “By taking away Greece and Rumania [sic], Europe has cut off the feet of the Turkish state. The loss of Bulgaria, Serbia and Egypt has deprived us of our hands, and now by means of this Armenian agitation, they want to get at our most vital places and tear out our very guts. This would be the beginning of totally annihilating us, and we must fight against it with all the strength we possess.”21 In response to imperial decline in the 1890s, the Sultan and Ottoman state supported a Pan-Islamist ideology designed to unite Ottoman citizens. According to Taner Akçam, “The social exclusion of a national-religious group preponderantly on religious grounds (and the Armenians in particular) began as conscious state policy during this period. The Armenians were made into scapegoats.”22 The sultan believed that Armenians were “a degenerate community … always servile,” but he also believed that they owned a disproportionate amount of wealth and occupied too many positions in the Ottoman bureaucracy.23 By arming Muslims, the sultan created a right of defense against a perceived Christian neo-crusade, offering political and religious legitimacy to the idea of violently defending the empire against Christians (internal and external).24 Religious figures (mullahs and softas) played key roles in inciting massacres and legitimizing massacre in the name of country and religion (Pan-Islamism conflated the two).25

Pan-Islamism as a sociopolitical ordering principle was designed to re-entrench the failing millet system and inequality among peoples, and contributed to the culture of punitive massacre for resistance. The lack of a Turkish national identity meant Pan-Islamist identity projection was the only default position for the sultan. This identity construction was ultimately a failure but not before it aided in sowing discontent and creating violence. The Ottomans had a strong, well-entrenched proclivity to solve non-Muslim issues within the empire by resorting to acute episodic violence.26 “Resistance [to the regime] … could not be understood, much less allowed,” and if Armenian demands for equality manifested violently, they would be met with overwhelming violence.27 Religious teachings were politically manipulated to ensure that religion was the main sociopolitical organizer during the 1890s massacres. “Lesser” populations, like the Armenians, were to fall in line with whatever governance was forced on them. When they resisted, they upset a delicate political and religious balance, which unleashed incredible violence. Inequality was the thing to be preserved.

The ideologies subscribed to by the Turks provided the main reasons why there were differences between the Hamidian massacres and later DA crimes against Armenians. The Hamidian belief in Pan-Islamism necessarily viewed the empire in unequal terms, with Muslims at the upper echelons of society and Christians at the lowest rungs of society—with each identity reinforced by the opposite. Pan-Islamism accepted that there were demographic differences in the empire and that there was a clear order in the hierarchies of groups. Armenian calls for equality upset this delicate hierarchy, and for the ideologues, this had to be punished with violence. This violence did not take the form of total exclusion by annihilation but did take the form of punishment to maintain unequal systems. Religious persecution and punishment were part and parcel of the Hamidian massacres, not a nationalist purification project, as is later seen in the genocide proper. The latter provided the impetus and justification for exterminationist DA crime policies against Christian minorities in the twentieth century, as Christians were conceptualized as having no place in an exclusively Turkish political community. These exclusionary sentiments were not yet developed in the late nineteenth century, however, as Christians were still viewed as an element of Ottoman society, even if their political role was to occupy its lowest rungs.



Sociopolitical Upheavals: Christian Revolts and Ottoman Paranoia

Near the turn of the twentieth century, the Armenian question (and Eastern question, more generally) was a major obstacle in international politics. After the Treaty of Berlin, Russia became the de facto guarantor of Christian rights in the Ottoman Empire. This elevated the status of discrimination against Christian minorities to the international level, which fundamentally elevated systems of discrimination and Christian responses to an issue of state survival and sovereignty. While Berdal Aral correctly notes “that intolerance of minority political activities was a common attitude of all the empires in the nineteenth century,” what separates the empire from other major Great Powers was the framing of Christians as disloyal citizens deserving of punishment to keep them in line.28 Christians began to be seen as internal enemies to the empire, willing to rip it apart from the inside in order to achieve some level of self-determination, and as fifth columnists—puppets of external enemies (like Russia). While Bulgarians and Christians from the Balkans did in fact desire full independence, Anatolian Christians sought only guarantees for rights. However, the state-level propaganda machines and hysteria over the loss of territory, prestige, and control over a once proud empire did not allow space for dynamic framing of different Christian minorities. Rather, Christians were treated as a hegemonic whole.29 Bulgarian independence in 1878, brewing problems in the Balkans, and revolutionary activities of Armenians contributed to existential fears of decline, which manifested as ignitions for hatred against Christians. Bulgarian independence and nationalism were threatening for the sultan.30 The ideologues behind the Bulgarian independence movement equated notions of nation, language, territory, and state. Thus, anyone living in the political territory of Bulgaria should speak and be Bulgarian, leaving no conceptual space for minorities to coexist within this hegemonic identity. This was especially problematic, considering there were thousands of Turks still living in Bulgaria at the time.31 While ideologues claimed cultural and demographic purity, the Ottoman occupation necessarily created a heterogeneous state.32 Despite this, ideologues continued to espouse their ideas of Bulgarian purity, posing an existential threat for Turks in Bulgaria. This made Turks fear not only independence movements but discrimination and exclusion against Turks. Bulgarian independence in 1878 created an existential problem for the empire both internally and externally. Internally, Bulgarian independence demonstrated that Christian minorities desired self-determination and could achieve this through a violent rejection of Ottomanism, reinforcing the notion of punishment for self-determination. Externally, Turks were cognizant of the international condemnations of their repressions and violence against Balkan Christians and wanted to avoid similar interference in the 1890s with the Anatolian Armenians, though even one of the empire’s closest allies, Germany, refused to cover up Turkish violence against Armenians.33

Bulgarian, Serbian, and Croatian independence strengthened the incorrect reasoning in Constantinople that Anatolian Christians were disloyal subjects who would tear the empire apart. One of the main contributors to this identity construction was the failed Tanzimat era of modernization, liberalization, and Westernization pushed by the Sultan, executed with the help of Western advisers, and rejected by Ottoman citizens. This era of change elevated trade, professional industries, and white-collar jobs—industries in which Christians had success—as the backbone of the modern liberal economy. The lagging empire rejected these changes. This was a perfect storm of independence movements, which were in fact carving the empire up; Christian advisers from Western nations aggressively pushing a liberalizing economy on the crumbling empire; and Christian minorities in Anatolia benefiting from these Tanzimat reform programs. To the ordinary Ottoman citizen, it was Christians who were causing the demise of the once great empire. What happened next was an integral part of the Sultan’s playbook: punitive massacres for revolts.

For Ronald Grigor Suny, the massacres appeared to be a result of miscalculation on the part of the Ottomans: “What to the Ottomans appeared to be insurrection and to the Armenians self-defense was an unbalanced, unequal, uncivil war that degenerated into indiscriminate and brutal massacres of largely unarmed, unprotected Armenians.”34 International condemnation of these crimes was swift, so much so that the 1896 U.S. Republican Party made the annexation of Hawaii, Armenian massacres, and Cuban independence the three hottest foreign policy issues.35 Part of the reason the international response was so widespread was due to the reignition of the Armenian question as a result of these massacres and because the Great Powers (including the United States) feared their citizens might be harmed in these violent outbursts.36 However, from the Ottoman perspective, this realpolitik pointed in only one direction: internal Christian minorities crying for help from external powerful Christian nations in order to carve up the empire—the Eastern question.37 The sultan was convinced of an international conspiracy against the empire, frankly expressing his views to the British ambassador at the time, Sir Philip Currie: “The Armenians, who for their own purposes invent these stories against the Government, and finding that they receive encouragement from British officials, are emboldened to proceed to open acts of rebellion, which the Government is perfectly justified in suppressing by every means in its power.… His Imperial Majesty treated the Armenians with justice and moderation, and as long as they behaved properly, all toleration would be shown to them, but he had given orders that when they took to revolt or to brigandage the authorities were to deal with them as they dealt with the authorities.”38 The sultan clearly felt pressured by forces he had conflated as existential threats: Great Power nations (Christians) and Christian minorities in the empire.

However, while the later sociopolitical upheavals of DA crimes directly contributed to plans of genocide, the sociopolitical upheavals present in the 1890s in the empire contributed to limited violence. There were reasons why the sultan did not target Armenians—and Christian minorities more broadly—for total annihilation. The main handcuffing of the empire’s actions came in the form of the threat of external intervention. The Christian minorities who won their independence deprived the empire of key European holdings. While these revolts aided self-determination struggles of Christians on the margins of the empire, they made life more tenuous for Christians still trapped in the heart of Asia Minor. The sultan, his forces, and his loyal followers “intended to punish the Armenians for seeking European intervention, to set them back economically, and to alter the demographic balance and advance the process of Islamization. Yet it is unlikely that the sultan thought he could simply eradicate all Armenians.”39 While the European Great Powers “limped” back into the Armenian question after the Russo-Turkish War,40 the threat of external intervention to protect Armenian populations was very real. The vocal condemnations of previous Christian self-determination revolts in Bulgaria and support for those brewing in the Balkans—in addition to the threats of the use of force before, during, and after the 1890s massacres—created limitations on the actions the sultan could undertake. At the time of the massacres, the British and French owned most Ottoman banks and held a significant military threat over Anatolia. The sultan and his forces were limited in the scope of their killing, and it could only occur at localized levels, lest they risk intervention. The actual threat of this intervention is questionable considering that the Great Powers were waiting for the Ottoman Empire to die so they could carve it up, but it was a threat nonetheless.



Intent: Punitive and Cathartic Violence

By the 1890s, the Ottoman Empire was crumbling, and the sultan believed that Christian influence was a key catalyst for the empire’s demise. The types of demographic differences and timing of Armenian resistance efforts significantly influenced the violent, albeit limited, Ottoman state response. In many respects, the Ottoman violence from 1894 to 1897 was predicated on punishing the Armenian minority population into submission, not to annihilate them outright.41 There was clear disaffection with the Armenian minority from the highest echelons of governance to the lowest rungs of Ottoman society.42 The sporadic episodes of violence—centrally sanctioned, for certain—in the empire were direct responses to the various resistance efforts of Armenians (who demanded equality). These institutional responses to the situation aid in understanding why perpetrators chose to commit massacres, not DA crimes. Once massacre as a response to Armenian demands was established, the institution of repressive, cathartic violence took root in waves in the empire.



The Start of Atrocities: Sasun

In 1894, the killing began in Sasun in response to Armenians who were frustrated with Kurds extracting taxes, Kurds winter quartering in their homes (often exacerbated by physical and sexual violence), and paying taxes to the government (effectively double taxation). Armenians in Sasun protested for tax reform.43 The local Ottoman authority claimed that he was the victim of an armed rebellion—a half truth considering that Armenian men did finally beat him, but only after he failed to acquiesce to their demands of protection against Kurdish extraction of taxes and Ottoman officials abusing and mistreating the Armenian men. Kurds and Ottoman troops “attacked and burned villages,” wounding and killing any Armenian they could find.44 In Semal, the Armenian priest secured assurances of fair treatment if the Armenians laid down their arms. In turn, the Turks and Kurds gouged out his eyes and bayoneted him to death, raped Armenian women, and bayoneted men within hearing distance of the women.45 This episode is remarkable for two reasons. First, this was the first organized killing of Armenians in modern Ottoman history. Second, resistance to the Ottoman state brought swift and brutal responses.46 While the sultan launched a Sublime Porte investigation into the incident (27 November 1894), the only real outcome was that a Turkish attempt to cover up the crime met with much international condemnation and outrage.47 The explicit duty of this investigation was to examine “the looting and murders which Armenian gangs had committed”—not investigate the systematic crimes of Ottoman forces.48



Continued Atrocities: Zeitun and Expanding Punitive Repression

The killing continued and expanded throughout 1895, as most major Armenian settlements were subjected to violence (see table 8.2). In all these cities, pogrom-style direct violence was inflicted on Armenians. In some places, Armenians were able to mount successful resistance campaigns, especially in Van and Zeitun.

Table 8.2

Waves of Violence against Armenians in Late 1895





	Date

	City






	8 October 1895

	Trebizond, Akhisar, Izmit




	11 October 1895

	Gümüshane




	13 October 1895

	Bayburt




	21 October 1895

	Erzinjan




	25 October 1895

	Diyarbekir




	28 October 1895

	Tomarza and Urfa




	30 October 1895

	Erzurum and Khnus




	6 November 1895

	Arabkir




	8 November 1895

	Tomzara




	11 November 1895

	Harput




	12 November 1895

	Sivas




	15 November 1895

	Moush and Aintab




	26 November 1895

	Zile




	30 November 1895

	Kayseri




	28–29 December 1895

	Urfa




	1 January 1896

	Birejik




	SOURCE: Balakian, Burning Tigris, 58–61.







This sustained violence was a response to Armenian revolutionaries protesting in Constantinople on 19 September and 1 October 1895. This was the first time that a minority challenged the seat of power in Constantinople, and the four-thousand-strong Armenian protesters demanded equal rights, an end to double taxation, and state protection.49 Police personnel denied the protesters access to the Sublime Porte to provide the list of their demands, and following an altercation and an exchange of brief gunshots, the massacre began.50 Massacres often involved the use of cudgels (sent to low-level perpetrators by the Ottoman state) to bludgeon Armenians to death, knives to kill infants sadistically (a police officer described placing children against his leather apron, cutting them, and enjoying their convulsions, which he related to “the twitching [of] chickens”), trampling, blunt force trauma, and similar direct killing methods.51 Paul Cambon, the French ambassador, wrote that “Asia Minor is truly ablaze. The massacres are occurring almost everywhere.”52

Ottoman state forces were regular organizers of and participants in these violent episodes, including in both Van and Zeitun. Heavily outnumbered and outgunned, Armenians held up defenses as long as they could against state forces. At Van, Armenian resisters finally agreed to leave Anatolia after several failed negotiations. They were to be escorted by the Ottoman military to the Iranian border and sent into Armenia proper. However, they were instead taken to a massacre site and killed by Ottoman forces and Kurdish tribesmen. Throughout 1895 and 1896, Ottoman forces consistently moved from province to province to exact punitive violence against Armenians. Beautiful old cities were razed, Armenians were massacred, homes were destroyed, livelihoods were ruined, and children were rendered parentless.

The Zeitun resistance (24 October 1895 to 2 February 1896) was another prolific Armenian defense effort, beginning with everyday Turks alerting Armenians to impending massacre, and the Armenians retreating to a mountaintop.53 The Armenian force of 1,500, armed with flintlock and four hundred Martin rifles, held off a force of “24 battalions, 12 cannons, reinforced by the 8,000 men of a Zeibek division from Smyrna (Izmir), and about 30–35,000 Kurdish, Turkish and Circassian irregulars.”54 Turkish forces sustained losses between five thousand and ten thousand, with troops dying from gunshots, exposure to the subzero temperatures, and attrition and depleted resources.55 The sultan acquiesced to the Armenians’ demands of equality in taxes and representation and allowed many to sail to France in 1896.56

The Van resistance in June 1896 is particularly insightful to the policies of the sultan and the Ottoman state. General Saadeddin, acting on the orders of the sultan himself, was responsible for organizing the mass slaughter of Armenians. It was a frequent practice for the sultan to send Saadeddin into regions to oversee “reforms” (a clandestine cover for his real purpose of implementing massacres). He arrived in provinces and liaised with military and police forces, Kurds, local religious groups, and individuals to provide “the awaited pretext” for killing Armenians.57 At Van, the engagement from 3 to 11 June (or 15 to 23 June depending on the calendar used) was bloody, seeing some four battalions plus cavalry of the Ottoman army deploying to the city to deal with the Armenians. On the third day, Muslims gathered at mosques and launched assaults on Armenians in four exposed quarters of the city, creating roadblocks and massacring Armenians.58 The central Armenian quarters were relatively unscathed as Armenians created defensive perimeters and positioned between six hundred and seven hundred Armenian soldiers to defend them. Houses were turned into fortresses. When Armenians rejected peace proposals (which did not address their demands for reform), the Ottomans bombarded Van with artillery. Eventually the Armenians ran out of ammunition and accepted a British proposal to leave the empire; however, the nine hundred disarmed Armenian men who were to leave were massacred once outside Van, with only thirty-five surviving. There were twenty thousand Armenians killed in the 350 villages/towns surrounding Van.59 These processes played out all over Asia Minor beginning in 1894, accelerating and expanding in scope in 1895, and continuing into 1897.



Near the End of Atrocities: The Bank Job

At 1:00 P.M. on 26 August 1896, Dashnak Armenian revolutionaries stormed the Ottoman Bank in Constantinople—the main fixture in the Ottoman banking system.60 The revolutionaries hoped to make a bold international political statement. Prior to their assault, the revolutionaries issued manifestos to the Turkish people and European powers about the plight of Armenians, particularly noting that European inaction had fostered a culture of impunity for Ottoman perpetrators. This almost immediately triggered retributive pogroms against Armenians in Constantinople by theology students, state forces, and irregulars. The sultan planned to bomb the Ottoman Bank, killing revolutionaries and hostages alike, but Cambon derailed these plans by threatening to destroy the royal palace using European battleships anchored in the Dardanelles.61 Ultimately, the revolutionaries were escorted out of the bank at 3:30 A.M. the following morning and sent into exile in Marseille, having not touched a single cent in the bank or destroying it (contrary to Ottoman propaganda). European press agencies quickly glorified the revolutionaries, praising their restraint and dedication to justice.62 In Constantinople, pogroms continued for two days, with robust evidence of state involvement: First, when the sultan ordered the killings stopped, they stopped. Second, state mechanisms were employed (police forces, weapons, and body carts). Both signal that the massacres were state sanctioned and state controlled. The Ottoman state unleashed the forces of violence against Armenians in Constantinople, just as it did against Armenians elsewhere in the empire between 1894 and 1897. The sultan quickly used the Ottoman Bank incident as justification for a final wave of punitive massacres, mobilizing the military in areas where there was no Armenian revolutionary activity “under the pretext that there might be latent revolutionary tendencies.”63 The massacres continued to the end of 1896, still using the Ottoman Bank incident as a pretext for the killing.64

The Hamidian massacre period was exemplary violence. Ferocious, systematic, but not exterminationist in intent, the violence of the 1890s was designed to make an example of and punish Christian populations deemed disloyal to remain subjugated by the Ottoman political system and not seek revolution or independence.65 The killing was sanctioned from the highest offices in the empire. After Russia, Britain, and France proposed a reform package to the sultan (11 May 1895) over the killings, the sultan replied, “This business will end in blood.”66 He proceeded to send his loyal perpetrator officers to various provinces to oversee massacres to keep Armenians in line with the demands of the central government under the guise of overseeing reforms. The violence was limited in scope and only realistically intended to stop any Armenian revolutionaries from carving up the empire from within Anatolia. This truncated era of killing was seen as a quick remedy for potential revolutionary activities, not necessarily as a total annihilation of Christian minorities, as was the case in 1915.



The Hamidian Massacres

The violence between 1894 and 1897 resulted in levels of biological and cultural destruction that significantly weakened Christians in the empire: “Twenty-five hundred towns and villages were left completely desolate; 645 churches and monasteries were destroyed. Survivors in 559 villages, plus hundreds in cities, were forcibly converted to Islam. This included fifteen thousand Armenians in the provinces of Erzurum and Harput who converted under the threat of death. In addition, 328 churches were recast into mosques, 508 churches and monasteries were plundered, and 21 Protestant and 170 Apostolic priests were killed; 546,000 people were reduced to destitution.”67 Beyond these numbers, approximately 200,000 to 250,000 Armenians had been killed. This estimate includes 100,000 killed by direct methods and 100,000 by famine.68 Muslim clerics, imams, and softas played critical roles in spreading hatred of Christians throughout the empire. They constantly referred to Armenians in derogatory terms and said that their murder in the name of Allah was justified.69 Gangs of perpetrators chanted religious teachings when they roamed the streets looking for targets.70 Massacres typically took place after Friday prayers, when signals for the killing to begin (and end a few days later) were offered by religious authorities.71 Mosques were turned into staging grounds for atrocities as religious authorities sought to sever the bonds Christians had with what they believed were Muslim lands.72 Thus, religious overtones provided justifications for the killings and made them cognitively permissible.

Soldiers wrote home bragging about their exploits. In one case a Turk wrote to his brother openly admitting to the Fourth Company, Second Battalion, Twenty-Fifth Regiment killing 1,200 Armenians, making them “food for the dogs.… Through God’s grace no harm befell us. There is a rumor afoot that our Battalion will be ordered to your part of the world—if so, we will kill all the Armenians there.”73 For American journalist William Sachtleben, present in Erzurum during the massacres: “To be killed in battle by brave men is one thing; to be butchered by cowardly armed soldiers in cold blood and utterly defenseless is another thing.”74 The massacre of Armenians was both state and religiously sanctioned. Massacre as punishment is a somewhat understandable (clearly not condonable) response to the extreme pressures of imperial decline, given the backdrop of reactionary Pan-Islamism. The decline of pride required extraordinary political solutions, and the overarching institution of maintaining inequality—Pan-Islamism—required that the empire stay together in unequal terms.

One of the most pressing problems with historical studies on the Hamidian massacres is that there are simply too few of them to precisely calculate when and where the killing took place, establish what methods were used, and determine how many were killed.75 Ronald Grigor Suny notes that intentional famine was deployed against Armenians and Assyrians in the mid-1890s to punish the populations. He draws a distinction between exemplary violence (to terrorize populations into submission) and exterminationist violence (to eliminate peoples in whole or in part). The Armenian genocide proper is representative of exterminationist violence, as Turkish perpetrators sought to destroy entire Christian communities and ethnically homogenize Anatolia; the Hamidian massacres were exemplary violence.

During the Hamidian massacres, forced conversions to Islam were widespread. In the empire in 1839, there were governmental and religious controls placed on conversion to Islam in order to give conversions more ethos and to demonstrate their “voluntary” nature. A local Islamic judge (qadi) would issue a set of documents proving that the conversion was voluntary and witnessed by impartial onlookers.76 However, many conversions of Armenians to Islam during the Hamidian massacre period appear to be the result of attempted harm reduction. Since Pan-Islamism was the ordering principle of sociopolitical hierarchies in the empire, it was in the best interests of Armenians to convert to try to avoid religious victimization.77 The Sublime Porte was aware of the optics of these conversions, noting that they would not look “good to friend or foe”—referring to the empire’s German allies and other Great Power adversaries.78 Throughout the massacre period, there were scores of Armenian towns and villages that applied to convert to Islam, and while the Sublime Porte issued orders to reject Armenian applications, the Ottoman bureaucrats often expedited them.79 There were approximately 3,021 Armenians from fifty-four villages who applied to convert. While the official Ottoman response was that these people had found enlightenment of their own free will, this was not the case. Conversion to avoid harm is a tactic of survival, not of free choice. The most likely reason for conversion was due to the geographic proximity of these Armenians to harassing Kurdish tribes. In effect, conversion was designed by Armenians to be a shield against religious violence.80 Not all conversions were part of a self-protection scheme, though. Armenian women and girls were often stolen/abducted and subjected to institutionalized rape and marital rape, especially by Kurds. Threats of death were often used to guarantee compliance and ensure that Armenians would not try to return to their home communities. Compounding this problem was that women and girls feared returning to their Christian/Armenian communities because they were no longer virgins, which meant they would have been ostracized from that community as well.81



Ottoman Atrocities: Hamidian Massacres versus Displacement Atrocity Crimes

The Hamidian massacres share similar causal pathways with the Ottoman genocide of Christian minorities, but the intent of the violence varied significantly. One of the main reasons there was not the genocidal cleansing of Christians from Anatolia in the nineteenth century that took place in the early twentieth century was ideological differences. Comparatively, Pan-Islamism was relatively tolerant of Christian minorities in the empire, whereas Turkish national identity in the twentieth century had no political or demographic space allowed for Christians ideologically. This latter ideology led to mass genocide, while the former led to a cathartic, punitive explosion of violence against Christian minorities in certain areas of the empire. The timing of Armenian resistance to discrimination in the empire could not have occurred at a worse time, as other Christian independence movements threatened to tear the empire apart. The response to these minor resistance efforts by the Ottoman state was wildly disproportionate and escalatory, leading to roving massacres of Armenians who were demanding equality. Massacres were designed to crush Armenian resistance and punish them into submission as unequal partners in the Ottoman Empire. The Ottoman genocide of Christian minorities took this many steps further, as those perpetrating regimes sought to rid the empire of all Christian influence forever and homogenize the empire into a place for Turks only. That ideological switch had not yet been flipped at the end of the nineteenth century and largely helps explain why the Hamidian massacres were deadly but truncated in intent versus the later genocidal ambitions of the CUP and Kemalists in Anatolia.







Part 4
Central and Eastern Europe








9
Metamorphosis


A World Made New (Ninth Century–1945)


By the end of the Second World War (1931–1945), approximately sixty million people had been killed during both wartime and atrocity operations.1 Ideologies, homes, armies, nations, and peoples were razed to ruins after more than a decade of sustained violence. The cost of violent ideologies was immense and had serious repercussions necessitating punishment and reconstruction. Buried within these processes was the largest forced displacement of peoples in human history. Between 1943 and 1950, over fourteen million Germans were uprooted from their homes in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) and were sent to Germany—a foreign place to which many had no ties. This non-genocidal escorted displacement atrocity against the Germans continues to shape our world today. It is a rights violation centered on the cumulative effects of intentional deprivation that requires Vergangenheitsbewältigung (facing up to the past).2


Geography

The geography of CEE differs greatly from the previous two cases in this study of annihilatory forced displacement. On the surface, CEE—with its thousands of small towns and large cities scattered throughout varied regions—does not seem an ideal space for DA crimes. With so many peoples living close together and with such rich soils to grow almost anything imaginable, there are plenty of resources available to fulfill vital daily needs.

Table 9.1

Displacement Distances during DA Crimes





	Route traveleda

	Approximate distanceb






	Prague to Germany

	170 km




	Katowice to Germany

	450 km




	Budapest to Germany

	530 km




	Belgrade to Germany

	900 km




	Bucharest to Germany

	1,350 km




	a Typical displacement routes




	b Google Maps was used to confirm approximate distances







However, the Europe of today was not the Europe of 1945. The liberating armies had to provide not only for their soldiers but for the new populations in their spheres of influence. Scores of cities and towns lay in ruins, vital daily needs were scarce, and humanitarianism was an afterthought for the defeated Germans. Indeed, Europe was a lacerated place—one of destruction, depravity, and destitution. The realities of Europe in the liberation and postwar eras made it ripe for DA crime perpetration. Public infrastructures lay in tatters, though roads and railbeds were transformed into sites of punitive expulsion against German minorities, who were forcibly marched or transported for long linear distances (see table 9.1). Elements of the vast concentration camp network the Nazis had constructed for their horrific crimes of genocide against Jews, Slavs, Roma/Sinti, LGBTQ+ populations, people with disabilities, and other social and religious groups were transformed into holding camps for displaced Germans, in addition to the newly constructed transfer camps designed specifically for Germans.3

There are temporal overlaps in these phases due to the ongoing process of differing spaces of expulsion. The expulsion of the Germans manifested in three distinct phases: a voluntary retreat (1943–1945), followed by involuntary wild (1944–1946) and organized (1945–1950) displacements. During the retreat of the Wehrmacht, thousands of Germans chose to voluntarily take flight with assistance from German military and paramilitary apparatuses. Following liberation, local populations, new state and non-state actors, and occupying authorities cooperated to expel Volksdeutsche populations in particularly brutal fashions.4 While the Potsdam Agreement included specific articles that provided for the “orderly and humane” expulsion of Germans from CEE in toto, these provisions were not followed in a systematic way, and violent displacement was the norm. The presence of humanitarian groups, overseers from the Western Allies, and objections from expelled Germans themselves did not result in the halting of removal processes or support for the humane treatment of these populations, who, at the time, had been constructed as Nazis deserving of collective punishment.5



Structural Opportunities for Displacement Atrocity Crimes

The variegated patterns of past German settlement in the CEE region, interwar Pan-Germanism and Nazification, Volksdeutsche participation in the war, Nazi atrocities, and the general lawlessness of the postwar continent provided structures for violence. Persistent stressors between national majorities and German minorities were only made worse by the Nazis. The war played a decisive role in actors conceptualizing a retaliatory once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to demographically reengineer CEE in the war’s immediate aftermath.


Group Difference Construction: Competing Nationalisms and Feared Irredentism

Most Germans expelled were not forcibly settled in CEE by the Nazis under Generalplan Ost. Rather, Germans had coexisted and competed with many other populations in CEE for centuries. The eastward settlement of primarily Saxons and Bavarians began in the ninth century, expanding to the Elbe River in the north, the Alps in the south, and the Bohemian Forest. By the Middle Ages, North Germans, Saxons, Westphalians, and Thuringians densely populated areas as far north as Riga, Brest-Litovsk, Kamenez-Podolsk, the Sudetenland, Bohemia-Moravia, and all along the Danube, Bug, and Dniester Rivers.6 German settlements retreated in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries due to war and strife, though they expanded shortly thereafter thanks to the patronage of the Hapsburg emperors. Germans then expanded further into Hungary, Slavonia (Osmanlis), Croatia, northern Bosnia and Walachia, west of Moldavia, East Prussia, Pomerania, and Silesia. Germans also extended their settlement patterns to near St. Petersburg, Volhynia, the steppes of the Volga, Ukraine, Crimea, and the Caucasus.7 Ethnic enclaves with dense populations of Germans and Slavs were common.


Interwar Heterogeneity. Much of this coexistence changed after the Great War (1914–1918). The new states created after the Treaty of Versailles (1919) were prima facie designed to solve the problems of minorities by redrawing state borders for demographic homogeneity. However, little attention was given to German minorities, forcing many new states to accept German populations who did not want to be there. Ironically, how these new states reacted to German minorities inadvertently caused a siege mentality among Volksdeutsche and opened the door for Nazism to spread. It was the interwar imagined communities competitions that drove Volksdeutsche radicalization and the later construction of Volksdeutsche as foreign threats.

Soon after the reconstitution of Poland, Poles began to construct themselves as a vanguard standing against an onslaught of German migration. Despite interethnic coexistence, Polish consciousness began to take root, and a series of battles in the Silesian uprisings (1920–1921) began to solidify identities.8 Minorities on both sides (i.e., Germans in Polish zones and vice versa) were actively discriminated against as both sides sought to homogenize their zones.9 After 1945, the Nazi invasion was linked with centuries of Germanic and Polish coexistence, quickly becoming a lynchpin justification for expelling Germans from the “recovered territories.”10 In Czechoslovakia, the deterioration of relations with Sudetendeutsche began in 1918, when the Sudetenland was promised to Czechoslovakia after the Great War. With it came 3.1 million Germans who did not want to be part of Czechoslovakia.11 Even in 1919, Allied leadership was worried about placing the Sudetenland within Czechoslovakia and Germans comprising the second-largest identity, with Slovaks a distant third, straining the capacities of the new state to form a national identity beyond reason.12

To the east, Hungarians generally viewed Germans favorably because of their strong levels of cultural development and their ability to synergize Volksdeutsche and Magyar practices and views.13 However, Germans were also viewed with suspicion, as part of an invading “massive Teutonic shock”—loyal only to ideal type notions of Germandom.14 Some Hungarians resented Germans as “immigrants” who only came to Hungary after the Magyars had conquered it, undeservedly occupying space within an earned Magyar state.15 To the south, the immensely multiethnic Yugoslavia saw Germans behind Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes as minorities, living predominantly in the Banat, Bačka, and Baranja regions, where they accounted for 23.8 percent of the population (as opposed to 4.3 nationally).16 As in almost all other places, Swabians had a higher standard of living than their demographic counterparts, and aside from small disputes over ethnic or religious issues, they got along with their neighbors, for the most part, and formed a backbone of the urbanite and agrarian economies.17 Unlike Yugoslavia, pre–Great War Romania was “almost mono-national,” though it became a multinational state during the interwar period, with Germans constituting the third-largest population group, after Romanians and Magyars.18 As with Hungary, approximately 80 percent lived in rural areas with distinctive German architecture and designs.19 Generally, non-Romanians were excluded from the upper echelons of society, though Germans were allowed greater degrees of autonomy within Romania and were viewed favorably as a minority population in counterbalance to the much discriminated against Magyars.20



Competing Imagined Communities. The new post-Versailles states were marked by tense minority relationships. These relationships were made worse by assimilation schemes focused on childhood education and nationality-based discrimination. These schemes attempted to erase the Volksdeutsche, who were increasingly viewed as existential threats to the new states. In Czechoslovakia, strict language laws were imposed on Germans, German schools changed to Czech schools, Germans were prohibited from holding more than 12.9 percent of the bureaucracy, and Volksdeutsche children were taught state-envisioned conceptions of Czechoslovak nationhood (excluding Germanness).21 Germans who identified as German nationals in the 1921 census were subjected to “interrogations, fines, and imprisonment for illegally declaring a ‘false’ nationality”—this included authorities changing “German” to “Czech” with the nationalist goal of keeping German representation below 20 percent in all districts.22 Germans made up 23 percent of the population in the gerrymandered 1930 census but only 2 percent of all civil servants, 5 percent of the military officer corps, and 10 percent of railway employees.23 As official policy, the minister of foreign affairs, Edvard Beneš, did not employ a single German.24 Even worse, by 1936, 60 percent of Czech unemployment was concentrated in the Sudetenland, but governmental assistance was designed to benefit Czech and Slovak citizens exclusively.25 Germans immediately placed themselves on the defensive, making numerous appeals to the League of Nations’ minority protection apparatuses for help; nothing was done.26 Adolf Hitler’s rise in Germany was paralleled in the Sudetenland with the rise of Konrad Henlein’s Sudetendeutsche Heimatfront, renamed the Sudetendeutsche Partei (SdP), a “militant, populist, and openly hostile to Prague” political organization.27 It began as a big tent for Germans to fight against assimilationism and discrimination but became a vehicle for National Socialism, especially after the Anschluss in 1938, when it became a Nazi puppet. While Beneš promised the international community a strong multiethnic Czechoslovakia, that goal was never honestly intended.28

Elsewhere, Volksdeutsche resisted assimilation and discrimination while managing complex relationships with majority ethnic groups in Hungary and Romania. “Schooling, language, and traditions” were both tools of modern states to impose their conceptions on imagined communities and also tools of resistance for minorities, who viewed their “birthright” as “inalienable and unabandonable.”29 Resistance to assimilation was generally mounted by rural German enclaves, not the urbanites who had been exposed to pluralistic societies.30 The extent of the schooling problem is reflected during the fascist period as the Hungarian ethnic German organization, the Volksbund der Deutschen in Ungarn, ordered that all German children learn German only, belying the wishes of the parents, who wanted children to learn Hungarian as well. They also established a plethora of German language schools designed to drive a wedge between Germans and Hungarians.31 On 16 November 1943, Volksdeutsche deputy Eduard Keintzel from Transylvania delivered a speech in the Hungarian parliament, stating that Germans “decline assimilation first on purely ethical grounds as German National Socialists, secondly we decline it on the strength of the laws of our fatherland.… Finally, we decline assimilation on the ground of our political ideology.… I will limit myself to quoting only the words of Adolf Hitler.… They read as follows: ‘The doctrine of National Socialism declines dogmatically the idea of a national assimilation.’ I feel it necessary to announce this!”32 The self-evident irony of this recitation cannot be lost.

In Yugoslavia, German language schools remained largely independent due to the dire need to balance interethnic tensions and identities, and Swabians maintained strong links with Germanness.33 The rise of Hitler and the notions of Pan-Germanism were appealing to Yugoslav Swabians, as “they became earlier and more thoroughly Nazified” than their Volksdeutsche counterparts elsewhere. They viewed their attachment to the Yugoslav state as one of necessity, biding their time and demanding more rights and concessions to pave the way for Hitlerian domination.34 The common Volk consciousness grew so much that any call from Germany for Pan-Germanism would have gone forcefully answered in the affirmative. Once the Nazis invaded Yugoslavia, the Swabians wanted to be part of the Reich. Hitler was viewed as a “God-sent liberator” to this most German-of-German Swabian population, and Nazi organizations played key roles in unification plans in the Balkans during the war, including maintaining German-language schools.35



Difference, Discrimination, and Opportunity. The almost-surreal arrogance of the new CEE states to believe they could impose new imagined identities on unwilling populations opened opportunities for disaffected Volksdeutsche to flock to National Socialism. German minorities in CEE viewed Hitler’s ideologies in existential terms, and Nazification ultimately associated all Volksdeutsche with Nazis. The majority populations in CEE later justified their expulsions of Germans, citing similar existential fears and terms. Possibilities for reciprocal violence concretized.




Intergroup Grievances: Disloyalty, Destruction, and Foreignness


Igniting the Powder Keg: Volksdeutsche Nazification. The Hitlerites saw their opportunity in the Volksdeutsche’s defensive ideologies and struck with decisive vigor.36 To unify the German worlds, the Nazis invited Volksdeutsche to embrace fused Germanic and Aryan visions through three mechanisms. First, Austria, the Sudetenland, Danzig, East Prussia, and lands to the east previously unaffiliated with Germany were to be fused with Germany proper. Second, the Nazis preyed on Volksdeutsche insecurities by elevating them to positions of power in entities like the Protektorat Böhmen-Mähren and the Generalgouvernement to administer racist hierarchies. Third, the Nazis sent additional German populations to CEE to broaden German settlement outside enclaves. Between 1938 and 1941, this included an expansion from ten million to twenty-four million Volksdeutsche under Reich control.37 While Generalplan Ost called for mass migrations of Germans eastward, only 700,000 made the move for Lebensraum. Despite gathering these millions of Germans, Hitler was unsure how to harness the power of these twenty-four million.38 His functionaries, however, did.

The coming of Nazism meant that a new “scientific frame” was placed on Volksdeutsche groups, critical to the new population policy (Bevölkerungspolitik) of uniting all Germans.39 The Nazis employed ideas like deutscher Kulturboden (German cultural ground), Hitler’s Großdeutschland (Greater Germany), and slogans like “Ein Volk, ein Reich, ein Führer” (one folk, one empire, one leader) to entice Volksdeutsche to Nazism.40 “The Germanness of the German folk groups abroad was not only to be revived, but constantly intensified.”41 Dizzying networks of social control were created to expedite Gleichschaltung. The Reichskommissar für die Festigung deutschen Volkstums (RKFDV, Reich Commission for the Strengthening of Germandom) espoused this nationalist crusade and was placed under Heinrich Himmler’s Schutzstaffel (SS) empire. The Volksdeutsche Mittelstelle (VOMI, Authority on Ways and Means for Ethnic Germans) was within the RKFDV and provided avenues for further Nazifying the Volksdeutsche.42 This included registering Volksdeutsche as Reich citizens, empowering Volksdeutsche councils, creating strong Reich bonds with local folk unions, and providing a steady stream of propaganda to the Volksdeutsche to ensure their radicalization and make their ideologies real.43 In addition to alluring national and cultural programs and institutions, many Volksdeutsche volunteered to fight for Germany in the Wehrmacht with foreign legionnaires from all over Europe.44 Not all units were composed solely of Germans, either, as many non-German individuals and groups joined Nazi apparatuses. This is to say nothing of the enlistment of Volksdeutsche in the Waffen-SS, additional military and paramilitary formations, Hitler-Jugend, and military-racist-cultural organizations.45

Nazi foreign policy was designed to unite all German peoples under a single banner, exterminate opponents, and pave the way for a new one-thousand-year Reich. Accordingly, the Nazis created vast landscapes of control and destruction during the years of occupation in CEE. German occupation brought about swift systematic changes to CEE, and many Volksdeutsche were, perhaps unsurprisingly, elated to be granted extraordinary sociopolitical powers and positions in countries many were trapped within. Nazism captured and infatuated “only far too many Germans.”46 Military occupation and impositions of authoritarian state administration meant that non-German citizens in CEE countries no longer held control over their lives and futures.



Volksdeutsche as Foreign Threats and Revenge. Perhaps, as Hans W. Schoenberg remarked, “if military and political actions in Eastern Europe had been motivated more by reason than by aggressive and vengeful impulses, there would not have been any mass migrations and deportations”—sentiments echoed by U.S. Army general Lucius D. Clay.47 However, aggressive Nazi expansionist and exterminationist policies ensured that the populations the Nazis planned to eliminate and subjugate would forever be scarred by occupation. In the immediate postwar world, “Polish communities unanimously supported the expulsion of Germans.”48 After six years of brutal occupation, many entered 1945 “with profound resentment and perhaps a little embarrassment,” bent on collective punishment.49 Writing to his family from Potsdam on 28 July 1945, U.S. president Harry S. Truman wrote that Germany was a “god forsaken country.”50 While en route to meet Soviet general Georgy Zhukov, U.S. Army general Dwight D. Eisenhower flew over CEE and remarked, “All this devastation would have embittered any people; it would have been completely astonishing if the Russians had not had a more direct and personal vindictiveness towards the Germans.… Proud of their victories, the Russians always remembered with bitterness the cost.”51

The future expelling countries and the victorious Allied powers argued that it was, indeed, necessary to expel Germans after the war to bring about peace.52 Germans were viewed as ill-suited candidates to rebuild CEE.53 A Protestant priest in Görlitz proudly stated, “The German is not subject to the law anymore. His honor, his body, his life, and his property are at the merciless disposal of an insolent victor.”54 Aleksandr Zawadzki, future chair of the Council of State of the People’s Republic of Poland, stated, “We who have endured the horrors of Hitler’s terror in our country and the treachery of Auschwitz and Treblinka hereby state with absolute determination that we will not pursue any cooperation whatsoever with Germany, neither at the present time nor at any time in the future. An insurmountable abyss has arisen between the Polish and German nations and there will be no talk of cooperation or attempts to cohabit with Germans at the present nor in the future.”55 Germans were castigated as “settlers and colonists” who were undeserving of the lands on which they resided.56 Even before the war, Czech president Tomáš Garrigue Masaryk, himself growing up speaking more German than Czech (his mother was Czech German), stated that Sudeten Germans were “immigrants and colonists.”57 The “collectivist mindset” Nazi Germany imposed on the world came full circle and was used against the Volksdeutsche.58 After the war, the Czechoslovak government implemented a “national purification” (národní očista) designed to reform the country and nation.59 This program, as elsewhere in CEE, had two key components: retribution (selective punishment) and transfer (collective punishment). Edvard Beneš, a key architect of the postwar world, openly mused that Germans and Magyars were “traitors” who had to be expelled for CEE countries to survive as nation-states.60 Postwar political elites believed that Germans should be expelled due to their status as potential existential (Nazified) threats. Famed Soviet writer Vasily Grossman captured the mood on 15 October 1943, writing, “There are only two sacred words left to us. One of them is ‘love’; the other one is ‘revenge.’ ”61




Asymmetric Power Distribution: Liberation and Hegemony

Rather than stunde nul (zero hour), in which the remnants of fascism and genocide could be washed away with a new beginning, the immediate postwar European continent was marked by disorder. The physical destruction of places and peoples was compounded by complete moral abjection.62 Hitler’s scorched-earth policies during the Wehrmacht’s retreat offered a final exclamation on the destruction brought about by Germans.63 Hitler and Himmler personally ordered that buildings, livestock and agricultural facilities, factories, and public works like water systems and transportation networks be demolished to deny their availability to the Allies.64 The architecturally stunning Warsaw was reduced to rubble following the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising (19 April–16 May 1943) and the Warsaw Uprising (1 August–2 October 1944) after Hitler’s decision to completely raze the city after seventeen thousand German troops could not rout Polish resistance.65 On 10 January 1946, John Vachon—a photographer attached to the UN relief effort after the war—wrote to his wife that Warsaw “is 90 per cent all destroyed.… Wherever you walk here it is hunks of buildings standing up without roofs or much sides, and people living in them. Except for the Ghetto, where it is just a great plain of bricks, with twisted bed and bath rubs and sofas, pictures in frames, trunks, millions of things sticking out among the bricks. I can’t understand how it could have been done.… It’s something that’s so vicious I can’t believe it.”66 Western Allied campaigns also ruined urban and rural places. Beautiful landscapes like those in Dresden vanished in ashes from furious Allied firebombing campaigns—and the Allied bombing campaign over Germany destroyed up to 50–70 percent of all habitable residences.67 For Keith Lowe, “Those people who witnessed the wreckage of Europe’s cities struggled to come to terms even with the local devastation they saw.”68

This destruction had dire human consequences. Deputy director of a Bavarian displaced persons camp, Kathryn Hulme, wrote, “It is hard to believe that some shiny little tins of meat paste and sardines could almost start a riot in the camp, that bags of Lipton’s tea and tins of Varrington House coffee and bars of vitaminized chocolate could drive men almost insane with desire.”69 Not only had millions of people been annihilated by war and genocide, but the humanitarian recovery amid the rubble was startling and scarce. Homes, lives, and futures laid in waste, while many sought out food that simply was not there. Robert Donovan adds:


When it came to the matter of putting Europe back on its feet, however, the destruction that was not visible was perhaps a more difficult problem than the destruction that was. For the business structure of Europe was itself in shambles, morale shaken.… Mobilization diverted commerce, industry, and finance from their normal patterns.… Years, sometimes decades of commercial ties had vanished. Loss of capital or the war’s destruction had demolished shipping companies, banks, even insurance firms. A great deal of machinery had been destroyed or become obsolete. The values of currencies were askew, barter often a necessity.70



Looting, thievery, black marketeering, and interpersonal violence for survival were common. Moral decay in Europe reached barbarous levels, with horrific stories of wartime and postwar sexual violence.71 This backdrop of indignity meant that there were receptive audiences for violent visions of what to do with the Volksdeutsche—the populations the Nazis glorified, reified, and left behind. The continent lay devastated.

The Red Army liberated CEE of National Socialism, but the new postwar disorder meant that capable governments, laws, and social norms were nonexistent. The Soviets filled the vacuum by imposing new patterns of violent state building, and the Germans were a main (though not the only) population in the reticles of Stalinist policies.72 Joseph Stalin was once quoted as stating, “Whoever occupies a territory imposes his own social system as far as his army can reach,” and the Soviets stationed millions of troops across CEE in the postwar years.73 The centralized political institutions and the NKVD ordered that military commanders were responsible for maintaining order and providing for civilian populations.74 In Czechoslovakia alone, National Committees, Revolutionary Guards, Czechoslovak army formations, Red Army formations, and self-proclaimed Czech partisans, adventurists, and even German communists participated in carving out subnational spheres of influence within the Soviet sphere of influence.75 Orders were often not carried out, and the various power centers performed ad hoc violence, leading to general chaos.76 Competing authorities existed from the Baltic to the Balkans.

The dizzying array of competing authorities meant violent visions of anti-Germanness could be fueled by various actors, fulfilling goals of Soviet propaganda that demonized Germans as inhuman and savage.77 Political schemes in CEE mimicked those in Stalin’s USSR. The Soviets redrew borders across CEE to create homogeneous nation-states.78 The Volksdeutsche were no longer to exist as potentially unstable minorities and were to be sent to Germany. The Volksdeutsche had no means of defending themselves against these violent plans, as the retreat of the Wehrmacht left them totally exposed to hegemonic and grassroots violence. Locals and neighbors were disinclined to create humanitarian systems for the Volksdeutsche and refused to protect them from violence given their wartime experiences. Instead, neighbors turned on neighbors and violence became an encouraged reality under the banner of Soviet hegemony.

The Soviets created an atmosphere in which violence against Germans was possible, permissible, and encouraged. Soviet hegemonies of violence in CEE were augmented by complementary national and subnational organizations that concurrently implemented anti-German systems. Germany laid in tatters and carved into pieces by the Allied Control Council, leaving the Volksdeutsche without a state to potentially represent their interests and survival. The asymmetries between disempowered Volksdeutsche and the Soviet liberators paved the path for immense violence.



Sociopolitical Upheavals: “Reconstruction” in the East

The established story of postwar Europe is that of reconstruction. This story holds true in Western Europe, as the Western Allies rebuilt their sphere of influence and created advanced democracies. However, the Soviets argued that the Western Allies were weak on Germans, harking back to the failures of Munich, and constructed themselves as the only political entity capable of halting fascism. Hence, the Soviets were to provide material security in the form of property and vital daily needs and ideational security against this perceived weakness on the part of the Western Allies.79 Instead of reconstruction, the Soviets extracted punitive reparations from East Germany, oversaw an immense redrawing of state borders, forcibly displaced populations, and nationalized Volksdeutsche properties—revenge, not rehabilitation.

Coinciding with the transfer of people was the nationalization and transfer of their properties.80 Across CEE, lands and materials were confiscated as part of the expulsion of German populations—and as legacies of the Holocaust—and property was used to provide capital for communist social reforms. In Poland, as elsewhere, communists redistributed properties to build alliances among local populations. Citizens of CEE countries were thus inoculated against resistance to communist power centralization as individuals initially materially benefited from redistribution policies.81 The postwar Czech National Committee held wide-ranging power to confiscate and redistribute German properties and to hold German farmland in government funds awaiting broad land reform laws.82 Revolutionary Guards were given priority in the redistribution of German properties due to their war record.83 The founders of the new postwar state believed that settlement of Czechs in northern Bohemia was central to the political, ideational, and economic reconstitution of Czechoslovakia. The new communist central authorities wanted to instill a new patriotism through material gain for citizens who may have been reluctant to adopt communist systems.84 Similar patterns of land redistribution were enacted in Hungary, Yugoslavia, and Romania.85 These material considerations played a leading role in making the expulsion of Germans a preferred policy by many.

Another key condition that made expulsion a preferred policy was the fact that population transfers had become the standard international procedure for “solving” domestic minority issues, particularly in Stalin’s sphere of influence.86 The presence of perceived enemy German populations was a core issue with forming postwar nation-states in CEE.87 During the interwar period, ethnic cleansing and population transfer became a favorable policy option, as it played on existing and simplistic “us-versus-them” narratives.88 Both the perceived success of the Greco-Turkish population transfers of 1923 and Stalin’s penchant for demographic redistribution through violent deportations made expulsion a popular cognitive script in both Western and Eastern blocs. Realities of the violence of deportation schemes were often disregarded, best evidenced by British prime minister Winston Churchill, who stated, “The disentanglement of populations which took place between Greece and Turkey after the last war … was in many ways a success, and has produced friendly relations between Greece and Turkey ever since.”89 More inaccurate musings have rarely been offered.

These displacement schemes played key roles in crafting the background architectures for the expulsion of Germans after World War II. As CEE fell into the Soviet sphere of influence, Stalinist demographic policies could be wholesale imposed on the Volksdeutsche. Just as the Soviets viewed Chechens as disloyal, they viewed all Germans as their absolute enemies. With the failures of the Versailles system and the recent possibilities of total population expulsions in mind, the expulsion of Germans became a real possibility. The opportunities for new systems and states to be constructed in CEE meant that the Soviet Union could impose Stalinist solutions on CEE. The demographic policies being formulated, explored later, were clearly designed to expel and punish all Germans for the aggression, ideology, and crimes of the Nazi state.




Non-genocidal Intent: Institutionalizing Liberating Violence

Two competing explanations of the non-genocidal expulsions of Germans have been offered. The first focuses on revenge as the primary motive of postwar actors in crafting anti-German policy. Outraged by years of occupation, indiscriminate violence, humiliation, and disempowerment, key elite actors in CEE—like Czechoslovakia’s Beneš—were able to capture xenophobic demands for vengeance against Germans in what should be viewed as eye-for-an-eye violence. This emotive explanation for the postwar expulsions can be contrasted with an institutional perspective: Relying on Soviet archival data and sources that reveal the immense planning involved with the expulsions, this position proposes a structuralist account that focuses on the imposition of Soviet demographic policies on CEE. Radical demographic disruptions so common in the Stalinist system were implemented in CEE against German populations as a matter of the region being in the Soviet sphere of influence and for the deprivation and suffering of the Soviet Union during the war.

A fuller explanation adopts elements of both to understand how grassroots and institutional violence meshed to create systems of anti-German atrocity in the liberation and postwar years. The Soviet Union did, in fact, impose demographic reengineering schemes on the region from the top down that affected not only Germans but Poles, Slovaks, and other minority populations in the creation of homogeneous nation-states to further the spread of communism. Conversely, local non-German populations were unquestionably willing participants in retributive violence schemes—cathartic releases of suppressed desires for agency after lived experiences through Nazi atrocities.

While on a visit to Greece in December 1944, U.S. assistant secretary of state Dean Acheson wrote President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s special assistant Harry Hopkins warning of violence if Europe was not reconstructed and stabilized, noting that Europeans “are the most combustible material in the world. They are fighting people. They are violent and restless. They have suffered unbearably.”90 If the Allies did not quickly provide new state formation strategies, there would be serious “frustration,” “agitation and unrest,” and potentially “the overthrow of governments.”91 German minorities and the possibilities for agitation were on the minds of many. By 1944, the postwar plan had been created and the fates of German minorities had been sealed. A path to expulsion began with the ideas of one well-positioned politician in exile who convinced the British, Americans, and Soviets that transfer was necessary.

Edvard Beneš had long been suspicious of German minorities. The appeasement fiasco at Munich (1936) taught him that moving toward Western democracy did not mean Western democracy would protect Czechoslovakia.92 As a masterful politician and part of the Czechoslovak government-in-exile, Beneš liaised with elite actors in the United Kingdom, the United States, and the USSR to formulate a plan of widespread postwar German expulsion.93 He also met with a constellation of other CEE states to gather consensus on a postwar order that was to be marked by homogeneous nation-states.94 He and other elite policymakers often claimed that despite the harsh nature of displacement policies, CEE had to be “cleansed” of its German populations.95

Before he settled on wholesale expulsion, during the winter months of 1940–1941 Beneš “pondered the modalities of a solution of the Sudeten German problem,” eventually sending a secret “Memorandum Pertaining to Our Peace Aims” (1 February 1941) to cabinet members for discussion. This memo included the restoration of traditional Czech borders, a reserved geography for Czechs within the state, the removal of Germans from this Czech area, and a small German area within the state.96 He liaised with British foreign secretary Anthony Eden and presented his initial expulsion plan (400,000 Germans remaining; 1.1 million expelled) to great fanfare.97 On 17 May 1941, Beneš lectured at the Alliances Française in Manchester, stating, “We hope that this war will produce an opportunity for settling, once and for all, the question of the Sudeten Germans.… It will be necessary … [to transfer populations] to prevent Germany from misusing her national minorities for her Pan-German aims.”98 The Atlantic Charter (14 August 1941) set out a new vision for the postwar world, though Beneš objected to the right to self-determination of Sudeten Germans, as “such a concept of self-determination is a priori a denial of the right of self-determination of ten million Czechoslovaks and precludes the very existence of an independent Czechoslovak state.”99 By September 1941, Beneš fully endorsed the idea of transfer in a London Review article so long as it “can be made amicably under decent human conditions, under international control and with international support.”100 Only the second and third parts came true.

A Foreign Affairs article in January 1942 authored by Beneš stated that it was necessary to first “define the rights of majorities” before the “obligations of minorities.”101 A meeting between Eden and Stalin in Moscow in December 1941 resulted in Stalin showing his willingness to deport German populations wholesale from Poland. Eden instructed the British Foreign Office to study the possibility of large-scale forced transfers as a viable solution, five weeks later bringing the document to the war cabinet, stating: “It would probably be impossible to avoid some measures of this kind in post-war Europe.… If they are not carried out in an orderly and peaceful manner it is only too likely that the Czech and Polish populations will forcibly expel the German minorities from their midst. The question is whether we should not commit ourselves to the principle of such transfers.”102 In July 1942, Eden received approval for the plan.103

As Radomír Luža notes, “The idea of transfer was inseparably linked with the question of the punishment of the Nazis.”104 Alongside Beneš, Hubert Ripka (Czechoslovak minister of state) became a key architect of expulsion processes, as well as other high-ranking postwar officials. Their primary goal became to gain general Allied agreement on transfer and work out the logistics later.105 In 1942, Beneš met with Eden (4 to 25 June and 7 July) and Soviet foreign minister Vyacheslav Molotov (9 June) to finalize agreements on transfer.106 British minister with the Czechoslovak government Philip B. Nichols put it best to Beneš: “The British government did not intend to oppose the principle of transfer of the minority population from Czechoslovakia in an endeavour to make Czechoslovakia as homogeneous a country as possible from the standpoint of nationality.”107 While previously shut out from postwar decision-making and weary of Soviet influence, Beneš liaised with the Polish government-in-exile, which wanted “direct and wide access to the sea,” borders that could “guarantee its security,” and a proportional economic capacity to support its population.108 Like Beneš, Polish representatives worried about the influences of German minorities. By September 1944, the London Poles determined that Germans “who do not leave Polish territory after the war will have to be removed from it. This applies equally to the area of the Polish state in 1939, and the territories whose incorporation into Poland will be demanded as a result of the present war.”109 As in Czechoslovakia, plans to confiscate properties and forcibly remove millions fermented.

As the tides of war began to change, Beneš began to forcefully state that fifth columnists (the Volksdeutsche) should be expelled without question.110 Churchill met Beneš for lunch in March 1943 and offered his unequivocal support for transfer, stating that “many Germans will be killed in your country as well—it cannot be helped and I agree with it. After a few months we’ll say ‘that’s enough,’ and we shall start on the work of peace: try the guilty men who stayed alive.”111 Whether the quote was hyperbolically recalled by Czechoslovak foreign minister Jan Masaryk or was indeed accurate is a matter of serious contention, though it does point to the high-level political vigor with which transfer was being discussed.112

A major turning point occurred when both the United States and the USSR adopted transfer as formal postwar policy guaranteed by treaty in the spring and summer of 1943.113 On 13 May, President Roosevelt agreed that German populations should be transferred from Czechoslovakia, following up on 7 June with an expansion to eastern Prussia and Transylvania.114 The United States did not initially favor the expulsion of Germans but approved the transfer to Germany because it wanted to avoid “dangerous minority problems.”115 Beneš’s visit to Moscow culminated on 16 December 1943 with agreements with Stalin and Molotov to remove German populations throughout CEE.116 Molotov was heard arrogantly stating, “That’s a trifle, that’s easy” in regard to the expulsion proposals.117 Stalin recognized the political powers of expulsion, knowing that expulsions could sharply increase German antagonism toward eastern neighbors and therefore make Poland and Czechoslovakia more dependent on Soviet protection.118 Stalin went so far as to inform President Truman at Potsdam of the need to take “revenge … for the injuries the Germans had caused … in the course of centuries.”119 Beneš was likely elated—he had secured the broad agreement of all Big Three countries on expulsion, and the Soviets even offered specific plans for removal as early as 1943.120

A year later, distinctions between Nazified and anti-fascist Germans were erased and plans for wholesale expulsions went ahead with Big Three support. Churchill best captured the mood in a speech on the future of Poland to the House of Commons on 15 December 1944:


The transference of several millions of people would have to be effected … as well as the expulsion of the Germans—because that is what is proposed: the total expulsion of the Germans—from the area to be acquired by Poland in the West and the North. For expulsion is a method which, so far as we have been able to see, will be the most satisfactory and lasting. There will be no mixture of populations to cause endless trouble as has been the case in Alsace-Lorraine. A clean sweep will be made. I am not alarmed by the prospect of the disentanglement of populations, nor even by these large transferences, which are more possible in modern conditions than they ever were before.121



The Big Three agreed to create international mechanisms to coordinate with governments on all postwar expulsions, notably the Germans.122 The expulsion of Germans became one of the highest postwar priorities.123 The cost of transfer, however, was to be fully borne by the expelled.124 Lofty de jure goals soon became violent de facto praxes.125

Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin agreed at Tehran, Malta, Yalta, and Potsdam that Europe should be reorganized to prevent future wars given what they perceived as the success of population transfers in the past.126 At Potsdam, it was agreed that Germany should lose its eastern territories, Axis-aligned states were to revert to previous boundaries, Poland was to be moved westward at the expense of Germany, and the Soviets would retain hegemony over CEE—significant changes above and beyond those envisioned at Tehran.127 A critical element of these plans was the expulsion of German populations, though there were competing understandings of what that would mean and how it would be executed. While Anglo-American actors agreed with plans of population transfer after the war, they did not intend transfers to become extraordinarily violent.128 British and American leaders wanted “a more peaceful and restrained” deportation process to achieve postwar stability.129 The British and the Americans supported limited expulsions of Germans at both Malta and Yalta, but no more than would be required to create peace and stability in CEE.130 U.S. secretary of state James F. Byrnes wrote, “We believed that certain transfers were unavoidable, but we did not intend at Potsdam to encourage or commit ourselves to transfers in cases where other means of adjustment were practicable.”131 Incongruous U.S. policy emerged in 1944 and continued through to Potsdam. The U.S. Committee on Post-War Programs within the State Department wrote numerous memorandums stating that the United States should oppose wholesale transfer of Germanic populations but should agree to transferring the Germanic populations who were considered “an especially difficult problem.”132 Churchill’s House of Commons speech from 15 December 1944 (previously reproduced) was agitative and has been cited by postwar Soviet authorities to demonstrate the West’s acquiescence to total expulsion.133 However, the total expulsion Churchill supported was that from new Polish territories carved from Germany only.134 For one, Churchill later recanted his seemingly extreme position of 1944 during his infamous Iron Curtain speech at Westminster College in Fulton, Missouri, on 5 March 1946: “The Russian-dominated Polish Government has been encouraged to make enormous and wrongful inroads upon Germany, and mass expulsions of millions of Germans on a scale grievous and undreamed-of are now taking place.”135 In a clear-cut written exchange on 16 January 1945 between U.S. secretary of state Edward R. Stettinius and Czechoslovak minister of state Ripka, Stettinius argued that all transfers should wait for “international arrangements” and that “no unilateral action should be taken.”136 The British similarly wanted to wait for an all-Allied solution in which humanitarian principles could be applied before transfers took place; Allies in CEE saw no need for such delays.137

At the Yalta Conference, it was decided to wait until a single Allied solution to German expulsions could be formulated before the transfers would begin.138 Between Yalta and Potsdam, agreements were made to ensure that the Allied Control Council would be the supreme overseer of expulsion processes.139 Despite statements assuring postwar control and policy unity, wild expulsions were already taking place in CEE. The Soviets were making transfer possible, permissible, and mandatory across CEE.

By Potsdam, the hypocrisy of the situation was patently clear: the Anglo-Americans wanted to control the tide of German expellees being sent into their zones, while the Soviet Union wanted to rapidly drain CEE of its German population. Potsdam did not offer a new policy of expulsion but rather a codification of what was already happening in CEE.140 For the Soviets, collective punishment was a paramount postwar goal.141 Article XII of the Potsdam Agreement dealt exclusively with the expulsion of German populations from CEE. The Allies agreed that “any transfers that take place should be effected in an orderly and humane manner.”142

Operationalizing Potsdam was another venture in irony and hypocrisy. At the twelfth meeting on 20 November 1945, the Allied Control Council finally approved a plan to transfer Germans from Czechoslovakia, Austria, Hungary, and Poland into the four occupied zones in Germany.143 However, transfers were not conducted in the spirit of being “orderly and humane.” Instead, the millions of Germans that were on the move by 1945 and the millions more after experienced incredible brutalities and atrocities. Importantly, there was not a single decision to commit DA crimes. Rather, there were structures that made a system of DA crimes possible and permissible within the postwar context—a tapestry of disaffection and vengeance. The expulsions cannot, and should not, be classified as genocide, as the special intent to destroy German minorities was not exhibited by any centrally positioned and powerful individuals in any country during the planning and execution stages of atrocities. The forced displacement of Volksdeutsche can, however, best be understood as war crimes (during the war) and crimes against humanity (during the war and in the immediate postwar world), as the attack on German populations violated established Laws of Armed Conflict and was systemic and widespread in nature, respectively. Actors knew better, but they chose to listen to their worse angels, disguising violence as postwar policy and rebuffing critiques of their plans and methods as unimportant.



The Precipice of Expulsion

Expulsion systems were already working by the time Potsdam took place. Grassroots and institutionalized systems of violence sent Germans “back” to Germany, a place many had never been or desired to live. Perpetrators destroyed and expropriated German homes and livelihoods and committed extraordinary violence on German populations who by then were all viewed with suspicion and considered Nazified fifth columnists—the perfect disempowered targets for cathartic violence. Ultimately, the Potsdam Conference legitimized, codified, and systematized the ongoing displacement processes discussed in chapter 10. The Western Allies acquiesced to local CEE and Soviet demands and failed in their obligations to uphold the human rights of German minorities. Late statements of regret did not change deliberately crafted postwar policies that were in line with what people like Beneš desired: to seize this once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to demographically reengineer CEE. The confluence of Beneš’s politicking-in-exile and receptive Big Three authorities meant DA crimes soon became a fait accompli.







10
Catharsis


The Expulsion of Germans (1943–1950)


For citizens in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), liberation meant freedom from genocide and oppression. The devastation of the war left indelible open wounds on many millions who survived Nazi violence. Humiliated and destroyed, entire countries and peoples had to create a new world. The collective psychological need for rehabilitative cathartic violence fermented across CEE. Once the Wehrmacht retreated, it left only one group of Germans remaining: the Volksdeutsche. These German civilians were conceptualized as Nazis and collaborators, as villains on which the sins of the Hitlerian regime could be thrown and who could thus be cathartically punished in grand displays of grotesque violence. For pacifist and humanitarian Victor Gollancz, “If the conscience of men ever again becomes sensitive, these expulsions will be remembered to the undying shame of all who committed or connived at them.… The Germans were expelled, not just with an absence of over-nice consideration, but with the very maximum of brutality.”1 What happened in Europe from 1943 to 1950 was, to quote Alfred Maurice de Zayas, “a terrible revenge” and an affront to the human rights system concurrently being constructed at the United Nations (see table 10.1).2 The result of the expulsion of the Germans was the birth of the contemporary European system.

Table 10.1

Years of DA Crimes in Central and Eastern Europe





	Targeted region

	Years of displacement atrocity crimes






	Former Reich territories in the East (East Prussia, East Brandenburg, Pomerania, Silesia)

	1944–1950




	Sudetenland

	1945–1947




	Swabia (Hungary)

	1943–1950




	Swabia (Romania)

	1943–1950




	Swabia (Yugoslavia)

	1944–1950




	Baltic

	1943–1947








Making Displacement Atrocity Crimes Possible


Elimination of Humanitarianism: Stabilizing a Continent

Germans were “viewed as unabsorbable, dissident people, with a negative position toward the state in which they lived and loyal really to Germany, constantly upsetting efforts at national unity and solidarity.”3 In short: a dangerous fifth column. According to George Paikert, “Undoubtedly, all the powers and states which planned and/or carried out the collective removal of German populations—their perfectly understandable motives not withstanding—preferred to disregard established moral and ethical standards and thus violated a number of universal norms. Most significant of the latter are three: the right to national self-determination, the right to the homeland, and human rights in general.”4 After years of destruction in their name, the postwar shortages and political acquiescence of key political actors ensured that Germans were left alone.


Shortages. The Nazi regime used intentional starvation policies throughout World War II. The Netherlands was starved beginning in 1942, when foodstuffs in Germany began to run short. As a Nordic people in Nazi ideology, the Nazis were predisposed to help the Dutch—but if this was how the occupiers treated peoples they considered similar, the malice of their policies toward dissimilar peoples was shocking.5 During the nine-hundred-day Siege of Leningrad (8 September 1941 to 27 January 1944), the availability of vital daily needs dipped far beyond what could be considered extreme emergency levels. The average caloric intake of the defenders and civilians in Leningrad dropped to approximately “300 calories, containing virtually no protein.”6 Approximately 641,000 Leningraders were killed due to deprivation policies.7 Nazi weaponization of food began even before Leningrad in 1940, when caloric intake in Poland’s major cities dropped to an average of six hundred per day.8

Intentional famine policies during the war were common and morphed into a horrible state of widespread shortages in the postwar years. The opportunity for exacting a punishing revenge began with German mouths to feed. Shortages plagued the entire continent, and all peoples were suffering in one way or another, though displaced Germans were not considered a priority to be given vital daily needs. Thus, revenge was exacted in slow-moving, retributive systematic deprivation. To have plenty of food in the aftermath of conflict was the exception to the rule. Europe required an immense amount of humanitarian supplies, as the war had destroyed logistics and distribution networks and agricultural industries, and the costs of war made food scarce and unaffordable.

The United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA) was created on 9 November 1943 to assist the millions of European refugees crisscrossing the continent and provide for the wrecked societies in the aftermath.9 UNRRA’s humanitarian work is truly one of the brightest spots in the UN’s history. However, it could not prevent deprivation for all. In Budapest, caloric intakes dropped to approximately five hundred per day in December 1945.10 In Berlin, children gathered grass cuttings to eat.11 Across virtually all the continent, diseases like malaria, tuberculosis, and pellagra swept through populations due to widespread malnutrition.12 British signals officer Ray Hunting, assigned to Italy in 1944, was appalled when he encountered starving people and threw spare rations into the crowd: “It is a cruel error to throw foodstuffs indiscriminately into the midst of hungry people. They turned instantly into a mass of struggling bodies fighting for falling gifts. Men, brutish in their determination, punched and kicked each other to gain possession of the tins; women tore food from each other’s mouths to push into the hands of children who were in peril of being trampled underfoot in the violence.”13 Compounding this impossible situation was the movement of approximately fifty million displaced people, millions of whom were seeking reprieve, as their homes had been destroyed in the war. Of the remaining fifty million, some had been targets of National Socialism, who had been liberated from the camps, and others were newly displaced populations, in accordance with postwar demographic policies across Europe’s destroyed road networks. Many found themselves in displaced persons camps—some of which were former Nazi camps—either voluntarily (as the camps were logistics hubs for humanitarian distribution) or involuntarily (as was the case for displaced Germans who were forcibly concentrated).14

For the German expellees arriving in Germany, camps were supplied as well as possible by the postwar powers and UNRRA, but vital daily needs could rarely be met, especially in the early liberation years. Outside Germany, vengeance was a key motivator for the camp guards. The camps in CEE were sites of mass violence, rape, black marketeering, and a litany of exploitations. As the expulsion of the Germans was a haphazard plan at best, these camps were created out of necessity and were sites of mass suffering, in which the humanitarian spirit was replaced with a cathartic violent release against Germans by Soviet and local military personnel as well as everyday citizens who had survived the tyrannies of Nazism.



Conflict Aversion and Acquiescence. By 1945, war weariness had set in. No country wanted further disagreements leading to conflict, and uses of diplomacy began dominating international relations centered on the creation of the UN system. Now was the time for making peace, rebuilding a destroyed world, and finding durable solutions. Acquiescence and diplomatic appeasement are risks in any peace-building process, and they were clearly present in 1945. The savagery of the postwar world was in many respects made possible because the victorious Great Powers abrogated their duties to humanitarianism.

The crusading spirit of the Allies soon turned to pragmatic concessions due to the immense problems of maintaining stability in Europe and emerging global competition with the USSR.15 At a 1947 meeting of Allied foreign ministers, U.S. Army general turned secretary of state George C. Marshall remarked, “Our problem is … to avoid unjustified economic upset and to minimize inescapable irredentist pressure in Germany” in response to the ongoing reconstruction of Europe and expulsion of Germans.16 Separately, U.S. Army general Lucius D. Clay expressed worries over the impact of expulsion on Germans, finding it nearly impossible to convince the expelled that they were “forever exiles” and that they would forever look “homeward.”17 A return to CEE was not considered a viable solution due to local and Soviet insistence on expulsion. However, thrusting millions of mouths to feed on a ruined Germany meant the situation was a political powder keg.18 UK Parliament member S. N. Evans worried that the seeds for new war could be sown through mass expulsion.19 Within a few years of the postwar order, West Germany absorbed at least ten million expellees.20 Despite these worries, little pressure was exerted on the Soviets to conduct the expulsions in an orderly and humane manner, as per the Potsdam Agreement.

Similar lobbying gaps occurred domestically in Western power countries to stop the violence of expulsion, but political calculations about the reconstruction of Europe and the democratization of Germany took precedence. Former president of the United States Herbert Hoover opined: “The hardship of moving [people out by force] is great, but it is less than the constant suffering of minorities and the constant recurrence of war.”21 German expellees were constructed as disposable pawns in the postwar game, and the humanitarian spirit was crushed. Functionally, the vast shortages in Europe plagued all populations, and providing for millions who were not displaced was already difficult enough. Providing for populations constantly on the move proved to be too tall of a task. Intentionally, there was a callous disregard for the human rights of individual Volksdeutsche members due to the recent experiences of Nazi-perpetrated aggressive war, genocide, and myriad other atrocities. Resentment and a desire to settle scores were both highly present, setting up the possibilities for widespread deprivation during displacement.




Elimination of Resistance: Phase One—Retreat (1943–1945)

The retreat of the Wehrmacht left Volksdeutsche populations completely exposed to violence from without and within. As the Red Army liberated territories, it found itself in control of millions of German minorities, from the Baltic to the Black and Adriatic Seas. It quickly moved to establish itself as an occupying force and vanguard of communism in CEE. The structural and demographic changes by Soviet and local planners were made possible by the mere presence of the Red Army as an occupying force.

The first phase of the expulsion of the Germans was a voluntary self-removal to avoid what was perceived as conquest by the Red Army. During Operation Barbarossa in 1941, the Soviets took immediate steps to punish Volga German populations. The Soviets dissolved the autonomous Volga German Republic and deported 600,000 Germans from the Volga, Crimea, Caucasus, and Black Sea regions to Central Asia. While 350,000 remaining Volga Germans were absorbed and protected by the retreating Wehrmacht in 1943, Soviet offensives meant that the Wehrmacht could not protect all retreating civilians; most were captured and deported to the east.22 Despite the reality of the dire military situation, the Nazis conceptualized these retreats as temporary measures. Some Volksdeutsche expected to return to their homes after hostilities had ended, and the Reichsstelle für Raumordnung (Reich Office for Regional Planning) organized strategic withdrawals of German civilians with the belief that they could return.23

The course of the war was an unfathomable apocalypse for the Volksdeutsche given the steady stream of Nazi indoctrination and propaganda over the past decade. Many only recognized the gravity of the situation when German troops retreated to their homes, as was the case in Hungary in March 1944. However, as summer 1944 approached, the number of Nazi fanatics dwindled. Military desertion became common, and German troops increased their ferocity of widespread sexual violence, undue requisitions, and looting of homes, businesses, and places of culture.24 The evacuation of Volksdeutsche populations quickly became a central pillar of the Wehrmacht’s retreats. Even Grand Admiral Karl Dönitz believed that retreating and saving German civilians was of primary import, going so far as to use the Kriegsmarine in northeastern European waters to organize one of the largest rescue operations ever attempted, evacuating hundreds of thousands of Eastern Germans and bringing them to Germany proper.25 According to Hans W. Schoenberg, “The refugees themselves consisted primarily of women, children, and older or disabled men. Disorganized and in panic, the vast majority of them trekked westward in the bitter winter of 1944–1945, most by horse and wagon or on foot, some by rail, a few by auto—all exposed to the cruel vicissitudes of total war.”26 Even before the Wehrmacht had been defeated in successive battles with the Red Army, by spring 1944 the Volksdeutsche Mittelstelle (VOMI) had begun to centrally plan the evacuation of Germans from every Nazi-controlled territory.27 It was commonplace for local Volk leaders and organizations—the very ones who had acted as a vanguard of Nazism in CEE and made hateful ideologies understandable in local terms—to aid in retreat operations.28

By September 1944, Adolf Hitler ordered Hungary to be “fortified and held at all costs,” though convoys of large numbers of Germans were concurrently heading westward.29 Volksdeutsche were typically contacted by a trustee appointed by regional Volksbunds (German cultural organizations) to encourage evacuation. For some, reality only became clear when billeted soldiers explained the dire eastern front to civilians who promptly packed and left.30 The safety of evacuation columns was guaranteed by the Wehrmacht and allowed for a two-horse wagon for each family plus the family of a soldier. This wagon would carry all worldly possessions as well as a “supply of two sacks of flour, at least fifteen gallons of lard, and as much smoked meat, mostly ham, sausage, and cold cuts, as it was possible to pack.”31 Many wagons were covered with canvas, meaning that if inclement weather struck, a family had to protect either their belongings or themselves. In Paikert’s words, “Since practically every able-bodied man was away in the armed forces, the vehicles were driven by old men or women and children. Only the sick, the very old, or very young and tired were riding in the wagons; the rest were walking alongside to make it easier on the over-strained beasts.”32

At first, the columns were organized, though the encroachment of hostilities ensured the breakdown of order. The Wehrmacht dedicated such massive resources to the evacuation that not a single convoy from Hungary fell into Red Army control. Desires to flee were driven by the Nazis, who feared anti-German violence against the populations they had radicalized against their neighbors.33 These wagon-filled convoys stretched for kilometers along routes predetermined by VOMI. Ironically, the local Nazi ideologues and true believers fled Hungary first, followed by those who had limited relations with the party mechanisms and had been left transfixed by propaganda. Approximately sixty thousand left in the evacuation phase.34

In Poland, as elsewhere, many Volksdeutsche fled upon hearing news of the Red Army approaching. These “spontaneous” evacuations stopped at the cessation of hostilities. These voluntary evacuations—a choice—were made before peace deals were made.35 Many Volksdeutsche decided to leave “in haste, even in a panic, and stampeding civilians mingled with retreating troops, creating general chaos” after the sight of Soviet troops.36 This was exacerbated by the poor weather conditions in 1944–1945.37 In Southeast Europe, two million Germans were slated to be deported.38 Most Germans in Romania and Hungary remained, as well as one-third of Yugoslav Germans, although 140,000–200,000 were deported by the Soviets to forced labor camps in Ukraine, northern Russia, the Urals, the Caucasus, and Turkmenia.39 Hundreds of thousands of Germans were forced into labor all over Europe and the Soviet Union.40 Many more millions were soon to be driven from their homes, expropriated by the newly formed national governments.41 The cataclysmic arrival of the Soviets completely upended voluntary deportation operations as they were soon transformed into panoplies of violence.42



Sociopolitical Disruption: Destroying Home

A dual-track mechanism took root as an idea during occupation and a possibility during liberation. Independent of one another, political elites of occupied peoples of CEE stripped Germans of their citizenships and used land redistribution schemes to ensure that Germans did not have rights in their homelands or homes to return to during peace processes. Through the imposition of de jure and de facto statelessness and the implementation of domicide as a systematic process, Volksdeutsche were denied the possibility of remaining or returning to their homes, justifying and concretizing removal as a system.


Delegitimizing Minorities: Citizenship and Home. Citizenship is a fundamental human right. As states are charged with the national implementation of international human rights laws and norms, citizenship is an essential element of one’s life not only as an issue of identity but also as one of functionality. Without citizenship, there are few practical protections or remedies for human rights violations.43 Though the modern human rights system was being created at the time of the expulsion of the Germans, the same truths about rights in Europe existed beforehand. Citizenship was a shield, and removing it left millions with no avenues for rights remedies.

After six years of brutal occupation, Czechs entered 1945 “with profound resentment and perhaps a little embarrassment,” and many in CEE eyed German minorities as scapegoats for the violence that had just ended.44 Across CEE, minorities lost their citizenship as a result of new political orders and trials of Nazi sympathizers, collaborators, and others. Minorities who could not provide proof of their citizenship or anti-Nazi activities were prosecuted for crimes “against the Republic … [and were] expelled from the Republic for ever.”45 Ad hoc tribunals composed of local officials administered summary justice on collaborators and, under the guise of due process, forced other to languish in prison for months before trial.46 On 5 April 1945, speaking in Košice, the new Czechoslovak government declared it would “take as its highest responsibility and its moral duty before the Czech and Slovak nations to capture, prosecute, and punish all Nazi war criminals, all traitors, all conscious and active helpers of the German and Magyar oppressors.”47 Similarly, tribunals in Hungary placed four categories of people on trial: leaders of Hitlerian organizations (property expropriated, individuals interned), members of Hitlerian organizations (property expropriated, individual labor service with family resettlement), supporters of Hitlerian organizations (property expropriated, family resettlement), and individuals found to be not associated with Hitlerian organizations (obliged to offer lodging to soldiers and civilians).48

While these ad hoc tribunals were designed to prosecute Nazis, the backlog of membership cases threatened to slow expulsion efforts. Eventually it became common to simply expel anyone accused of being a member of a fascist organization, essentially branding all Germans collectively as full-blown Nazis.49 Ironically, many actual perpetrators escaped justice, as scores of Nazi criminals were released and avoided trial due to the insistence on expulsion.50



Domicide: Land Redistribution. The Czech National Committee in the immediate postwar era possessed sweeping powers to confiscate, redistribute, or hold German properties.51 German properties were seized and placed under a national administration.52 Revolutionary Guards were given priority in the redistribution of German property due to their war records.53 The founders of the new postwar state believed the settlement of Czechs in northern Bohemia was essential for the ideational consolidation of Czechoslovakia and for the economic aspects as well. This meant that the new patriotism could be instilled and the economic policies that constituted communist planning could be employed.54 As such, after political and judicial actions were taken against Germans, 11,200 factories, 55,000 small businesses, 125,000 farms, 200,000-plus single-family homes, and nearly 3 million hectares of land were nationalized.55 In Hungary, the nationalization of land began on 15 March 1945, authorized by Articles 4 and 5 of land reform regulation 600/1945 ME. Land redistribution programs ensured that the Volksdeutsche were not compensated for their losses.56 By 1945, it was difficult to ascertain how many Germans remained in Poland due to the wild expulsions underway.57 The war and the killing of millions of Poles deeply affected the ways in which Poles understood their German neighbors and fed their desires for revenge.58

Vast numbers of individual properties were left destroyed and vacant from the millions of deaths resulting from war and atrocities like the Holocaust. Additional Volksdeutsche properties were then rendered “empty” through expulsion processes, and new communist authorities had four key motivations for land redistribution: First, the properties of expellees could provide capital for widespread social reforms like collectivization. Second, properties could be redistributed to build alliances among majority populations in CEE, inoculating populations against resistance to power centralization as they all materially benefited. Third, the state could keep properties as a way to build communism directly. By doing so, the new communist states positioned themselves as the protectors of CEE against fascism, painting liberal democracies in the West as appeasers with no ability to stop the destruction and portraying eastern communism as the only way forward.59 Finally, and most importantly, by destroying material and ideational links with “home,” the new communist authorities could ensure that German expellees had no home to return to and that the expulsion process was permanent, not temporary in nature. Through domicide—the destruction of homes—by bureaucratic methods of appropriation, nationalization, and redistribution of lands, the new authorities implemented their schemes of national demographic reengineering.60





Displacement Atrocity Crimes


Direct Killing and Violence

Upon liberation, the Red Army immediately established new sociopolitical structures over CEE to gain control. Soviet legitimacy was born of political function: because the Red Army was there, it was able to create new realities on the ground, in turn creating opportunities to operationalize postwar plans for expulsion. Notoriously, by 1945 the Soviets had perfected the art of forcibly removing populations.61 Once the Red Army liberated territories in CEE, it began to implement these methods on the Volksdeutsche (and others). American diplomat George F. Kennan made CEE’s reality clear: “The disaster that befell this area with the entry of the Soviet forces has no parallel in modern European experience. There were considerable sections of it where, to judge by all existing evidence, scarcely a man, woman, or child of the indigenous population was left alive after the initial passage of Soviet forces; and one cannot believe that they all succeeded in fleeing to the West.”62

The Soviets, Red Army, postwar governments, militias, and other actors in power were chaotic and arbitrary in their approaches to postwar order.63 Despite the rhetoric, the Soviets rarely punished or even attempted to stop human rights violations, including “savage beatings, rape, mutilation, and torture.”64 Soviet and local troops and civilians often lynched and assailed expellees, resulting in a high number of casualties.65 During expulsions, property (personal belongings to land) was expropriated by state and non-state actors and “unattended property was pilfered, and soldiers often stole property and even murdered the owners.”66 Local military and paramilitary actors viewed Germans in existential terms—that any remaining Germans would necessarily constitute a threat to the viability of the future homogeneous nation-states of CEE. State-based military structures that were being reconstituted and paramilitary groups like partisan and resistance forces found themselves as key actors in the immediate postwar years. Years of frustration turned into hegemony over the populations who had, in their eyes, humiliated them and inflicted mass destruction on their homelands.

The most notorious episodes of direct violence occurred in Czechoslovakia. The Prague Uprising (4–9 May 1945) against Waffen-SS holdouts included broadcasted messages encouraging widespread violence against German civilians, including “starvation, rape, and other forms of torture.”67 The uprising culminated in the displacement of Germans for the purposes of forced labor and expulsion. The second occurred on 31 July 1945, after a munitions supply point in Ústí exploded. Local populations and soldiers blamed German “werewolves”—that is, suspected German postwar fifth columnist activity. The actual cause of the explosion is a matter of debate, but the resulting collective branding of Germans as disloyal and potentially dangerous had widespread effects in Czechoslovakia and elsewhere. Immediately after the explosion in Ústí, a reported forty-three (if not hundreds, depending on sources) Germans were killed in reprisal.68

The patchwork of competing and complementary postwar authorities throughout CEE led to great variation in controlling expulsion operations, particularly during the wild phase when the goal was displacement at all costs, before it could be reined in by postwar agreement. Many of the logistical problems can be traced back to the marked lack of a solid plan with coherent command structures to execute one of the world’s largest forced displacements ever. Rather than coordination, there was chaos in the distribution of vital daily needs, and in many cases, they were intentionally denied as part of punitive measures against Germans.

Notoriously, rape became a common weapon, used especially against women, as “soldiers saw rape as a means to revenge the nightmares of Nazi occupation. Despite strict measures, rape was never entirely stamped out.”69 It was the permissive attitudes of Red Army commanders and the marked lack of civilian political control over soldiers in CEE that created structural opportunities for frightening displays of sexual violence to take root systematically. Civilians experienced immense hardships during the war, and the Soviet occupation forces often ensured that rape and pillage were tied together as policies.70 German women, from teenagers to the elderly, were targeted by Soviet and local policies of sexual violence. These policies were ubiquitous across CEE against Germans. Sexual violence is often used as a form of social domination and patriarchal domination, and in CEE, soldiers and civilians alike exacted their revenge on Germans, who by this point had been so dehumanized by Soviet propaganda that their rights and human dignity were quickly cast aside in favor of violent cathartic episodes of wild violence. The social mores of postwar Europe were clear: as Germans had made millions suffer, so too were the Germans to suffer now. It should be noted, though, that the targets of rape campaigns were not only German civilians. From the Black Sea to Bialystok to Berlin, rape became a common form of violence against German and non-German civilians of all sorts. The Red Army liberators often turned into the new oppressors, with reckless abandon for human rights.71

The fear of German insurrectionism—rightly or wrongly, as it only matters that actors believed in it—served as a key motivator in unequal postwar systems. A key cog in these systems was the use of direct violence, or at least the fear of direct violence, to compel displacement. Military and paramilitary soldiers arriving on doorsteps, threatening to use their weapons, would motivate anyone to leave their homes. Legitimacies on the use of violence were replaced by realities on the use of violence in CEE. It was all too common for the Red Army, and local troops and civilians, to lynch and assail German expellees, resulting in a high number of casualties and traumas. Any “unattended property was pilfered, and soldiers often stole property and even murdered the owners.”72 Moreover, events during the winter and spring months of 1945 were tragic for Germans. They were frequently the targets of retributive (arbitrary and unmerited) punishment for Nazi deeds, and “arson, looting, murder, and rape” were common practices.73



Forced Displacement and Indirect Killing

The expulsion of Germans was a unique process in two ways. First, there were three unique periods of displacement—one voluntary and two involuntary. Phase one (retreat) was a legitimate (non-criminal) voluntary displacement of Volksdeutsche evacuated by the Wehrmacht. Phase two (wild) occurred in rolling fashion, from territories liberated by the Red Army all the way to Germany. Phase three (orderly) occurred after the Potsdam Conference, and while methods of displacement were de jure different from the wild phase, they were de facto similar. Second, institutionalized deprivation of the postwar European continent combined with desires for revenge and poor displacement-operation planning to create cumulative effects of violent upheaval—in other words, cumulative escorting DA crimes. Approximately 14 million Germans were sent to Germany, and at least 250,000 (perhaps as high as 2 million) were killed through movement, intentional and preventable deprivation, and direct killing.74 The architects of removal should have had the reasonable foresight to know that the chasm of postwar European shortages was not the time to remove millions, yet they chose to satisfy their worst impulses to punish the Volksdeutsche.


Phase Two: Wild Expulsions (1943–1946). The postwar expulsions have often been euphemistically conceptualized as “ ‘repatriations,’ ‘resettlements,’ and ‘population exchanges’—but the reality was invariably grim.”75 The expelled were deprived of vital daily needs in a myriad of ways, often sent to camps as temporary holding sites on their routes back to Germany. There was an “archipelago” of concentration, internment, and assembly camps for Germans that dotted the CEE landscape, marked by extreme violence, starvation, and disease.76 Of the millions sent to Germany, many thousands were killed through deprivation while locked away in railcars, corralled in camps, and moved along roadways, as well as upon arrival in Germany.77

DA crimes against expelled Germans were unique in CEE, often misconstrued solely as death marches. The Brno death march (beginning 30 May 1945) was an outlier to the systems of displacement. After incendiary public demands by communist activists, the local Brno administration conceded and ordered hundreds of Germans to be collected into two displacement caravans and sent to Austria. Upon arrival, the first caravan was denied entry, and a camp near Pohořelice was established where vital daily needs were systematically denied.78 The second caravan experienced the same violence, as they, too, were detained at the Pohořelice camp, though they were eventually allowed into Austria. The total deaths from these marches exceeded 1,700 (not counting those who died before arrival to the Pohořelice camp).79 These two highlighted instances are straightforward DA crimes. However, after this incident, military- and paramilitary-led caravans across CEE began to establish different systems of displacement.

Death became an outcome of cumulative privations for expelled Germans. DA crimes against Germans became destructive affairs due to the intentional neglect and deprivation of expellees across space and, more importantly, time. The intentional and forced long exposure to cumulative displacement conditions (like physical exertion and denial of vital daily needs) led to mass death and suffering. While initially created as ad hoc systems of expulsion, the wild processes of direct violence to induce sustained and escorted flight became established regional policies under the Soviet sphere of influence. The spirit of cathartic release took precedence, and the dogged belief in getting the job of expulsion done no matter the cost caused widespread suffering. As R. M. Douglas noted, “Neither the Polish nor the Czechoslovak governments expected that the period of ‘wild’ expulsions would last for ever. Their aim had been, through the strategic use of terror, to cause the remaining German populations to flee by themselves, preferably before the Potsdam Conference and certainly before the eventual Peace Conference. ‘Organized expulsions’ would come into play only if this attempt to create facts on the ground proved insufficient.”80 During the Prague revolt against Waffen-SS holdouts in early May 1945, chants of “Death to Germans” were widespread in Czechoslovakia’s capital.81 Though some high-ranking CEE officials wanted to stamp out violent anti-German sentiments before they got out of control, “beyond the oft-repeated and universally ignored tut-tuttings” there was little effort to reign in brutalities.82

While a plan of the scale of moving millions of people may logically require clear adjudicated systems to select who should be deported first, the wild expulsion era had few of these hallmarks. One clear differentiator among Germans was professional standing: skilled laborers and medical professionals were not deported initially, as they were enlisted to help rebuild. Once they outlived their functions, they were deported.83 Instead of order, many families were chosen at random. Survivor Albin Vorndran from Czechoslovakia recalled:


The Russians occupied Roemerstadt on May 4, 1945. A few days after their entry into town the Czech Svoboda Army came in and took over. All Czech soldiers were given three days’ right to loot at will.… In August 1945 the first Germans were driven out of their homeland like dogs. Individual family members were chosen at will and driven off to the railway station, where cattle cars stood ready. The cars had no roofs, and they were literally stuffed full of people. Old people as well as small children were forced into these cars, getting nothing to eat or drink. In these first days of expulsion the temperature averaged 30 degrees Centigrade.… A second wave of expulsions began in January 1946.84



Margarette Marquardt from Preussisch Holland, East Prussia, remembers: “On February 9, 1945, we women with children age 14 and older were set on the march eastward. Then we were loaded into cattle cars. The cars remained closed for five days, nailed shut and totally black inside. During the whole trip, which lasted 29 days, we were let out at just one stop, where we were allowed to drink our fill of water at a lake. At that time, 32 people out of 100 were already dead.”85 Perpetrators descended on cities and towns, informing Germans they had only a few moments to gather their possessions in handheld luggage and prepare for expulsion.86 These processes of upheaval, domicide, and forcible removal were perfected quickly. The use or threat of use of force compelled many to leave. In Poland, as elsewhere, soldiers were told to “treat the Germans like they have treated us.”87 Perpetrators in various CEE countries wasted no time arresting and detaining thousands, forcing them to live under strict controls in veritable ghettos or labor camps awaiting final expulsion.88

While the distances in Europe are not vast by any means, Germans were temporally deprived and displaced for weeks.89 The camps were places where Germans were confined before, during, and after transport or force-marched from one point to another until they reached Germany. Some camps were merely repurposed Nazi concentration camps, and others were newly constructed areas, both of which were inadequate for the sustainment of life. Some camps were run by the Red Army, but more often the camps were run by state and local military and paramilitary groups. They were horrifying places. Camp guards often raped, beat, and tortured confined Germans while denying vital daily needs, causing mass starvation and disease, exacerbated by displacement policies.

Many thousands were killed through deprivation while locked away in railcars and camps, and many died along roadsides or at night due to exhaustion.90 For one Katherina Hoffman, who was confined at Keckemet camp in summer 1945: “All money, gold, and jewelry had been taken away.… All women had their hair cut short, same with the children who had been segregated by sex. In the mornings we were given a soup made of flour and fat, sometimes made with petroleum jelly. There was no midday meal. In the evening a squash soup with a few noodles, a liter split among four people.”91 For Elisabeth Walter, the years 1945 to 1949 were filled with privations and continued overexposure and deprivation in camps: “We lost our citizenship and all our property was confiscated. I, too, at the tender age of four, was considered a political prisoner and a threat to the security of Yugoslavia.… We suffered starvation, beatings, mass murders, and slave labor.… In all, some 4,000 human beings were packed into the two aircraft hangars. Hunger, fear, and sickness were our way of life.”92 The starvation rations become more egregious when the full picture of displacement is considered. Germans were stripped of the means to afford vital daily needs, lost their homes, were forced to live in transit for weeks, were confined in ill-suited camps, and were also forced to work. Physical exertion proved to be too much for many. Thousands were killed through the combined effects of DA crimes and stationary attrition methods, and many millions more suffered immense human costs from the collective punishments sanctioned by the Soviets, administered by local actors, and ultimately codified at Potsdam.

The most difficult—and subsequently most violent—part of the wild expulsions was the intense lack of logistics coordination and protection for expelled persons. The modes of forced displacement and arrival were varied, though all shared a common linearity. CEE’s infrastructures—roads, railroad beds, trails, and others—were used as routes for displacement columns.93 Expelled Germans were forcibly uprooted, with varied predetermined weights of handheld luggage and currencies allowed on their person, but they were systematically robbed, beaten, and taken to deplorable camps and transfer sites. Polish officials noted that after only a few days of travel and deprivation conditions, Germans were completely depressed, and casualties began to mount.94 Similar stories played out all over the CEE region.95

Structures of deprivation weakened the displaced during movement, and many expellees suffered immensely as a result of their vital daily needs not being met in the camps and the additive effects of displacement and attrition over time. Many died en route and upon arrival.96 These were slow-moving and cumulative atrocities due to systematic neglect that was entirely preventable. Upon their final arrival in Germany, death rates continued to climb “as homeless expellees succumbed to hypothermia, malnutrition, and other effects of their ordeal.”97 Despite the political agreements regarding the expulsion of the Germans, it seems as though no one considered the logistical magnitude of the undertaking.98



Phase Three: Orderly (1945-onwards). The horrors and privations of the wild phase were known by many by the time Potsdam took place. Even though these indignities were discussed, the cleansing of German minorities from CEE was pursued with violent abandon. The trials and tribulations of the wild phase were codified as law during the orderly phase as the Potsdam Conference merely legitimized the wild transfer system. Instead of operationalizing the principles of the Potsdam Agreement, local CEE actors worked in concert with the Red Army to continue violent expulsion schemes that blatantly disregarded the human rights of Volksdeutsche members. Empowered by Soviet indifference for demographic suffering, the wild expulsions formalized into an organized wild expulsion era.

While the wild expulsions were perpetrated with reckless abandon in an attempt to quickly drain CEE countries of their German populations before a stable postwar order could prevent such transfers, the organized era were cold, calculated measures. These measures were designed to methodically drain CEE of Germans by systematizing the methods established during the wild phase under the guidance of the Allied Control Council. The organized expulsions were blatantly callous in their disregard for human life. Wanton violence morphed into institutional violence, and the systems of erasure and punitive displacement reigned strong in CEE.

Potsdam codified the need for transport for millions of Germans remaining in CEE, such as rail transport via boxcar (30 individuals per), as well as food and medical attention en route.99 Potsdam universalized what Germans were able to bring: 500 reichsmarks and “whatever they could carry in their hands.”100 However, General Clay, military governor of the American zone, spoke about trainloads of “hungry and destitute” Germans who were forced to live in “inhumane conditions.”101 While conceptualized as a quick transfer at Potsdam, there were no possible logistical ways the expulsion could take place by the end of 1946, as less than half of all Germans had been displaced by then. Many more thousands of Germans either left on their own due to sociopolitical and economic pressures in the new communist states or left via formal transfer policies between 1947 and 1950.102 A common theme among all these transports was the failure of the ACC and the postwar authorities in general to live up to the idea of an “orderly and humane” transfer.103

The Americans tried to improve humanitarian conditions for the transports coming from Czechoslovakia and Hungary until they were halted in the winter of 1946, when Clay believed it became impossible to expel more Germans without preventing mass death. The American zone then became closed to further transfer caravans and open only to individual German nationals who qualified under the auspices of family reunions.104 The living conditions in the assembly points/camps varied wildly but were horrendous for the “exhausted and weakened” expellees.105 For the deporting authorities, expulsions were considered orderly because they were systematized in bureaucratic processes of violent upheaval, transfer from point to point, and arrival in Germany. In reality, coal and warmth were scarce, food was rarely properly provisioned, and health problems were rampant. Sewage systems at points did not function, and contamination was so bad that once the frost melted there were massive epidemics. Sexually transmitted diseases became endemic due to the systems of sexual violence against Germans as well. For propagandistic purposes, assembly points were given advance warning of inspections so managers could tidy up before international representatives examined these places and gave them passing grades.106

The winter of 1946–47 was especially severe, and Polish authorities continued to displace Germans for fear that the British or Soviets might stop the transfers. Despite horrendous winter weather, many convoys proceeded with increasing casualties. Germans “were not sufficiently protected against the cold,” and the “weakest and the sick died in railcars.”107 One German had such severe frostbite he was deemed medically unsavable by a doctor and was left behind at a control point even though the point had inadequate medical facilities to help him. When provided with rail transport, there were sad gatherings of inhumanity at the rail stations. General Clay observed that trainloads of expellees were not provided with the “full allowance of food and personal baggage,” arriving “hungry and destitute.”108



Arrival and Loss. The conditions across Germany were terrible, but those in the Soviet zone were particularly poor, and there was an unequal distribution of expellees upon arrival in Germany. Few expellees went to the French zone (Rhineland Palatinate, Baden, and Württemberg), though millions arrived in the British (Schleswig-Holstein and Lower Saxony) and American (Bavaria and Hesse) zones.109 As the Soviets orchestrated the expulsions, they transferred as many millions of Volksdeutsche to Western Allied zones as they could, leaving only as many in their own zone as were necessary to save face.

Across CEE, German names of cities, towns, streets, and landmarks were changed. German cultural and language markers were erased, creating opportunities for new identities to be constructed without consideration for German minorities across CEE.110 While the “wanton destruction and cruelty inflicted on millions of” displaced in the mid-1940s may have contributed to long-term stability in CEE, the ends do not, in any way, justify the means.111 Soviet officials permitted and helped facilitate the mass expulsion of Germans from their home countries and failed to provide for the expellees. Three of the five Soviet zone provinces bordered on countries that were expelling the fastest. As the Soviets helped drive Germans from their homes, the Soviet zone bore the brunt of the expellee populations.112 However, the Soviet zone was placed at a considerable disadvantage due to the USSR’s insistence on extracting exorbitant reparations and resources. This included transporting entire factories and other industrial equipment to the USSR. The rapid communization of the zone and the destruction from the war meant that the zone was completely unprepared for the arrival of millions of ethnic Germans.113

On the individual human level, when the displaced arrived at their new homes, “they often had to fend for themselves, without adequate food, clothing, or shelter, and without a supporting infrastructure that would help them start new lives.”114 While the situation in Western Europe began to asymmetrically stabilize after the war ended, “chaos and suffering lasted longest in” CEE where “starvation and disease” plagued almost all countries due to the strained resources of the Soviet Union.115 These conditions became much more dire for the forcibly expelled who “found themselves in a chaotic, cheerless world.”116 Millions of demobilized troops and homeless civilians sought places to live and work, though these places bore the scars of total war and immense shortages of food, shelter, and jobs.117 German public opinion was divided on accepting the expellees and assimilating Germans who were not German became a tall task.118 Adding millions of German expellees and victorious Allied armies claiming quarters and supplies to the mix created a volatile situation.

Upon arrival in postwar Germany, the expelled “found anything but intact societies.… The vaunted solidarity of National Socialism dissolved quickly in the face of hunger, shortages, and the severe repercussions of military defeat. This was especially true in the provinces and municipalities that were heavily damaged and bursting with evacuees.… [The local populations] were not prepared for a new wave of migrants and in many areas refused to accommodate them.”119 The mood in Germany could be understood as a “moral vacuum” with “yesterday’s idols fallen and new ideals not yet risen.”120 The integration of expellees became the largest socioeconomic task of West Germany, and at the core there was a tension between integration (making expulsion permanent) and irredentism (with the hope expulsion was temporary).121 For perspective: approximately 25 percent of the 1945 German population were considered expelled populations from elsewhere.122 That number rose in subsequent years.

There were four key principles of immigration and resettlement of Germans from CEE. First, the admission of expellees was to continue under the auspices of occupation forces, but integration of the expellees was the responsibility of postwar German authorities.123 Second, all expellees who were deemed “German” were to be given immediate and full German citizenship, along with respect for their rights.124 Third, the military government was to assist German authorities in resettlement only if assistance was “deemed essential.”125 Finally, the political organization of expellees was prohibited in order to prevent popular discontent.126 The cost of integration was borne purely by the West German economy, and unlike German-born Germans, Germans from the east could “not profit from United Nations assistance.”127 While many of the expellees desired stronger voices in politics and economics, they were largely excluded and were forced to live as docile accepters of the new postwar rule. These sorts of political calculations were supported at the highest levels of Western Allied governments.

The gaps between political dreams and harsh realities were vast. From the interwar to the postwar years, millions of people were forcibly transferred from one political entity to another. In all cases, lives were completely disrupted and the human right to self-determine a group’s way of life was violated. The expulsion of the Germans stands as a unique case in which the objectives were not only to displace Volksdeutsche minority populations but to brutally punish them for the crimes of the Hitlerian Nazi regime, in large part motivated to unite all German-speaking peoples of Europe into a single thousand-year Reich.128





The Expulsion of Germans

Historical and contemporary discontent among “remaining” populations continue, and the influx of displaced persons from all over the world in the twenty-first century has ignited racist, nativist politics in many “sending” countries from the 1940s. Thus, the underlying structures that made violence possible and permissible in the 1940s against displaced persons remain. While leaders like Churchill began to express misgivings with the expulsion process, and Anglo-American officials broadcast similar messages, stating it was with “reluctance” that these expulsions were carried out in such a manner, these triumphantly empty statements do not change the fact that these elite actors created the canvas for violence to be painted on.129 The painters of the violent canvas were undoubtedly elites in the Soviet Union who made violence possible and permissible, and local actors (including Red Army troops) who enacted violent visions of retribution and justice. While expulsion was cast as being good for CEE, little consideration was given to the millions of Germans who should have been protected by preexisting minorities treaties dating to the League of Nations, the laws of armed conflict during the war, and the burgeoning modern human rights regime that was being crafted during the very years of mass expulsion of German populations. While regrets have been expressed at the violence, the atrocities themselves were born of destructive reciprocal visions and desires toward vanquished civilian populations and of hegemonic impositions of violent systems.







11
Desolation


The Holocaust (1933–1945)


The Holocaust was the seminal destructive process of the violent twentieth century. The National Socialist regime wove anti-Semitism and violent discrimination into its ideological fiber and imposed a “racial” war upon the world. The seemingly unbelievable lengths the Nazis went to in order to carry out their final solution to the Jewish question remain a stain on human history nearly a century after the Nazi regime. Atrocities began swiftly after the Nazis seized control of German politics in 1933. A crescendo of violence ensued, designed to eliminate Untermensch populations—those the Nazis deemed undeserving of life. The Nazis saw Jews, Slavs, Roma/Sinti, LGBTQ+ populations, people with disabilities, and scores of other minorities as groups that should be annihilated.1

The euthanasia and Aktion T4 programs first targeted persons with disabilities beginning in 1939 and lasting to 1945. Approximately 300,000 persons were killed. The first concentration camp also opened in 1933 in Dachau.2 The 1935 Nuremberg Race Laws outlined interpretations of “race” and “inferiority,” which were then universally applied to millions.3 The 1936 Berlin Olympics were a propagandist dream for the Nazis, who beforehand had displaced Roma populations to Rastplatz Marzahn, a concentration camp on the outskirts of Berlin.4 The steady and dramatic rise in anti-Semitic attacks, particularly Kristallnacht (“night of broken glass”) on 9–10 November 1938,5 and the outbreak of war in Europe in 1939 forged new relationships between armed conflict and the perpetration of genocide.6 The dramatic invasion of Poland and then the Soviet Union led to millions of targeted populations falling into the hands of the Nazis, who promptly committed mass murder through massacres, expanded use of concentration camps, and the invention of factory-style extermination camps. Starvation was also used as a tool of annihilation, best exemplified during the Siege of Leningrad and in the complex Jewish ghetto system.7 The collapse of the Wehrmacht under the combined pressures of the Soviet Red Army and the Western Allies meant the liberation of the camps. Genocidal policies were stopped, though in some cases genocide continued up until the hours before capitulation of German units. The madness of such destructive policies to the bitter end is unfathomable in ideological determination. In all, the Nazis were responsible for atrocities (genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes in today’s legal parlance) that killed approximately twelve million people.

It should be noted, however, that violence did not stop fully in 1945. There was of course violence against German and majority populations in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), but there were also anti-Semitic pogroms that took place in scores of locations after the war, killing hundreds of Jews. The most notorious act was the Kielce pogrom (4 July 1946), in which forty-three Jews were killed and another forty were wounded.8 Efforts for justice began with various postwar trials of Nazi leaders and perpetrators and continue to this day. Before his death on 13 April 2023 at the age of 102, Josef Schütz was found guilty and sentenced to five years in prison for aiding and abetting the murders of 3,518 and is the oldest Nazi perpetrator to be held responsible for their crimes. He remained free while appealing the decision of the Neuruppin Regional Court at the Federal Court of Justice.9 The long march toward justice and accountability will never cease.

It is within the context of the Holocaust that a comparison can be made about perpetrators’ use of space in the CEE region—the “bloodlands” that were caught between Hitler and Stalin.10 For an analysis of DA crimes, these lands have been used in extraordinarily separate ways to perpetrate different atrocities against distinct groups for varied reasons. The violence in CEE during the period 1933–1945 was direct and indirect in nature. Rather than attempt a holistic account of Nazi atrocities—an impossible task in a few short pages—this chapter is designed to show why the same areas of CEE were used for drastically different killing methods across two successive atrocities. One, the Holocaust, was genocidal in nature and biologically exterminationist in intent. The other, the expulsion of the Germans, could initially be understood as war crimes and later as crimes against humanity, and was designed as a brutal postwar demographic reengineering project. It is important to note, however, that perpetrators of both atrocities incorporated DA crimes. In the former, DA crimes were used as a last-resort killing mechanism, while in the latter they were part and parcel of postwar punitive relocations (see table 11.1).

This chapter is compelling and challenging both historically and theoretically. Historically, Holocaust deniers have often pointed to the expulsion of the Germans as a signal of a double genocide that took place. Some deniers even claim that the Holocaust and the expulsion were merely offsetting “war crimes.”11 This is clearly not the case. Both are separate atrocity processes with different motivations, intents, and magnitudes. Such reductionist and blatant denialism is not historically, intellectually, or morally compelling. It is, however, historically compelling to examine why DA crime processes were not selected by the Nazis at the outset of atrocity processes but were for the expulsion of the Germans.

Table 11.1

Expulsion of Germans versus the Holocaust and Nazi Atrocities Causal Pathways





	Focused variables

	Expulsion of Germans from CEE

	The Holocaust






	DA crimes

	Yes

	Contingent method of atrocity




	Group difference construction

	Germans viewed as a political problem to be removed back to Germany

	Targeted populations constructed as racial threats who had to be annihilated quickly




	Intent

	Violence used in conjunction with expulsion to punish Volksdeutsche for Nazi-era atrocities

	Nazi ideological desire to hunt down Untermensch and kill millions leads to extraordinary bureaucracies of stationary annihilation




	Methods of violence

	DA crimes central to atrocities

	DA crimes a last-resort contingent method of atrocity perpetration







Accordingly, this counter-case poses a potential problem for the DA crime theory. If DA crimes were not selected as a primary method of annihilation by the Nazis from the start but were eventually utilized, does this mean that the causal pathway to DA crimes is devoid of explanatory and predictive potential? Not necessarily. If the Nazis eventually employed DA crimes (death marches), why did they not simply use them from 1933 onward?

Initially, it made genocidal sense for the Nazis to use what they perceived as more efficient methods of atrocity (i.e., massacres and later extermination camps) so that they could brutally annihilate millions covertly in sites just far enough away to create thinly veiled layers of deniability. Additionally, in the Nazi worldview, they had to exterminate as many targeted peoples as possible as fast as possible. By exploiting established mass transportation networks, the Nazis were able to create vast bureaucracies of annihilation, learning and refining their killing practices across space and time. The Nazis used what they had (transportation networks and hegemonies) and what they knew (direct violence and brutality) to commit many of their atrocities.

However, the defeat of the Wehrmacht created a structural need for contingent responses. When defeat in the war became a fait accompli, the Nazis decided to fanatically use whatever killing processes they could. This included a contingent shift in killing processes to incorporate death marches as a primary method of annihilation in the waning hours of the Third Reich. DA crimes were a last-resort method of atrocity at the precipice of the Nazi regime’s collapse. When extensive use of extermination camps, concentration camps, massacre sites, and ghettos became untenable, due to their liberation by the Red Army from the east and Anglo-American-led forces from the west and south, the Nazis began to abandon these places and learned to use DA crime methods in the final phase of the Holocaust.

This history offers a lesson on DA crimes: they require patience and vast spaces. When perpetrators have neither, they will use different methods of annihilation (i.e., direct killing mechanisms). As such, this chapter explores not only the ideological need for the Nazis to exterminate millions of targeted populations in an expeditious manner but the ideological satisfaction of contingent killing processes at the end of genocidal practices. The changing methods of perpetrators shifted from using stationary killing centers to killing thousands through the twin mechanism of DA crimes and massacres—right up to the moment of capitulation.


Group Difference Construction: Ideological Exterminationism

The architects of the Holocaust cast Jews and other peoples in ideological ways that had profound effects in the social construction of enemy populations. This in turn helped in the construction and imposition of annihilatory systems on millions of people. Ultimately, these ideological suppositions were able to prey on latent anti-Semitism and discriminatory views of the targeted populations in Germany, Europe, and the world and convert many to the cause of Social Darwinism and the notion that some groups were “unworthy of life” and had to be eliminated immediately.12 This violent ideological conclusion meant that the Nazis became fixated on the expeditious murder of millions. The best methods to do so, the Nazis surmised, involved the transfer of millions to stationary sites of annihilation, where they could be controlled and exterminated in industrial fashion.

The Nazi utopian delusions of race and nation were made logically consistent with demographic tropes of the 1920s and 1930s.13 Anti-Semitism has always been a plague that Europe and the world have not been able to cure, and the cultural tropes of the early twentieth century provided fertile soil for the Nazis’ destructive vision.14 These fields were fertilized for hatred with Hitler’s constructed stab-in-the-back paranoia, the 1929 global economic collapse, violent reactions against socialist ideals and communist systems, the Hitlerian belief in obdurate obfuscation, and the proposal of radical theories that scapegoated populations—especially Jews—for the decline of Germany.15 Maureen S. Hiebert understands how this construction, alongside political and economic crises of the early twentieth century, played a major role in creating a “permissive socio-political environment” for genocide.16

Timothy Snyder describes Hitler’s world as one where “the highest races were still evolving from the lower, which meant that interbreeding was possible but sinful.”17 For Hitler, racial struggle “was as certain as the law of gravity.”18 As such, the Aryan race needed Lebensraum (living space) and a Weltanschauung (worldview) that permitted it to dominate, dispossess, and displace others.19 Doris Bergen articulates that Nazism incorporated mutually reinforcing lies and discriminatory systems to uphold a specific worldview. That worldview is important, as all targeted populations were often conceptualized as playing key roles in the downfall of Germany, thus playing on the many anxieties of Germans at the time.20 Ideology, and its logically leaping reductionist escapism, provided a template for viewing and conceptualizing the peoples of the world. The Nazi worldview was inherently violent and competitive. Untermensch populations, in the minds of the Nazis, were “lesser than” and were constructed as barriers to excessive nationalistic pride. The ideological fixation on millions of people as hindrances to progress was rooted in scientific racism and social Darwinism, allowing for a broad-based implementation of violent ideas with a veneer of modernism and new “truths” that were created to fill the need for direction.21 To contrast against the supposed Untermensch barbarism, the superiority of Aryan peoples was exalted. The Nazi worldview took as a starting position that some peoples dominate others in a natural order of triumphant races. Targeted populations were conceptualized first as foreigners, then as mortal threats, and finally as subhumans.22 All three of these “ ‘switches’ of identity construction” combined to offer those considered Aryans the possibility—and the permission—to dominate all others, especially those considered to exist on the lowest spectra of peoples.23

This construction of enemy peoples was simultaneously rigid and flexible, allowing for immense variances in the targeting and infliction of violence on targeted populations across spatial and temporal limitations. As the Nazis conquered new territories, they imposed violent demographic plans on populations. Some populations were receptive to these ideas, perhaps best represented by Poles, who occupied many categories. Some became perpetrators and killed Jews in the now-infamous example of Jedwabne.24 Many became victims, and many resisted and helped scores of targeted populations escape annihilation.25 The resisters, however, could not overcome the will of the perpetrators and the bystanders who helped enable violence through inaction.26 Nazi ideology preyed on existing social fissures. Populations that fell into the Nazi hegemony had engrained anti-Semitic views, allowing for extraordinary exterminationist violence to take place. In addition to scientifically racist constructions of millions, many were cast as the vanguard of Bolshevism. This linkage made the very existence of these populations antithetical to the worldview of extreme right-wing National Socialism. Making racial enemies real in everyday politics reinforced the need for annihilatory systems. Thus, for the Nazis, when new spaces were conquered, time was of the essence to liquidate their “racial enemies.”

A result of the Nazis’ ideological constructions were sites where targeted populations were to be segregated and quickly annihilated. In the war of annihilation on the eastern front, massacres were often used as tools to annihilate thousands of targeted peoples quickly, perhaps most notoriously evidenced by the Babi Yar massacre outside Kiev, where approximately thirty-three thousand Jews were killed in two days (29 and 30 September 1941).27 From the Hartheim euthanasia center used during the Aktion T4 program to the gas chambers created at the six extermination camps (Auschwitz, Majdanek, Chełmno, Bełżec, Sobibór, and Treblinka), targeted populations were brought to places of annihilation, where they were quickly killed and cremated to erase all traces of their existence.28 In places like the Warsaw ghetto or the network of thousands of concentration camps, targeted populations were starved and worked to death in appalling conditions designed to bring about the destruction of groups in whole or in part.29 These sites of annihilation were places where targeted populations were brought to—the process of movement was extraordinarily violent in and of itself, though movement was not designed to be the killer of millions. Rather, movement was an intermediary step required by the bureaucracies of annihilation. Displacement as a process could be best understood as transfer of millions to concentrated, well-guarded places where hegemonies of destruction could bear their forces over disempowered peoples.30 The Nazis desired a social reengineering project and sought to complete their ideological goals in quick and efficient ways. During much of the Holocaust, this manifested as stationary sites of annihilation.

This contrasts strongly with the group difference construction against Germans in the CEE. While Germans were viewed as potentially dangerous fifth columnists and foreigners, they were never constructed as subhuman, as the Nazis did with so many millions. The targets of Nazi atrocities were constructed as racially inferior populations, dregs of society, and vanguards of foreignness and foreign political movements that must be eliminated. Germans, on the other hand, were constructed as political, not racial, threats. The former must be exterminated quickly, but the latter could be expelled, and postwar opportunities for retribution could release a relentless wave of cathartic violence against them. Despite the planning (or lack thereof) and execution of the German expulsions, the constructed need to rid countries of German minorities was designed to punish German populations for the Second World War, not destroy them in whole or in part. This was certainly not, as has been asserted by Holocaust deniers, a tit-for-tat scheme of reciprocal violence. The victims of Nazi atrocities and Volksdeutsche populations were targeted for vastly distinct reasons and on vastly different scales of criminality.



Intent: Cumulative Learning and Extermination

The architects of the Holocaust clearly desired a “final solution” to the demographic crises they created. The rigid ideological construction of enemy peoples meant that the prophecy of annihilation had to be seen through. This annihilation could have manifested as a scheme like the Madagascar Plan,31 which would have sent millions of Jews from Europe to Madagascar, or a scheme like Generalplan Ost, the revolutionary plan to demographically and politically “cleanse” the CEE region through the expulsion and destruction of targeted populations.32

Whether the Holocaust was a top-down or bottom-up process has been the subject of much historical quarrel among prolific scholars of Nazi atrocities. Intentionalist scholars argue that Nazi plans were clear from the beginning of Hitler’s rise: seize power undemocratically, make exclusive and violent ideological utopias of race and nation real, and exterminate targeted populations in predetermined ways (e.g., massacres and the concentration and extermination camps).33 Intentionalists believe that Hitler played a decisive role in being not only the person who gave the order to kill but also the key architect of the Holocaust. Conversely, functionalist scholars argue that while violent utopias existed in the minds of many Nazis, perpetrator policy took the form of a learning process: perpetrators learned which killing methods worked, which did not, and adapted their plans in contingent ways.34 As such, the Holocaust was not necessarily a top-down phenomenon but also a bottom-up process, whereby violence was the preferred policy but members of the Nazi bureaucracy did not know how to achieve their violent utopias in 1933. Functionaries like Reinhard Heydrich created policies of extermination that became institutionalized through socio-bureaucratic practices.35

Of the two positions, functionalists have presented significantly more compelling (available) historical evidence thus far. The international military tribunal at Nuremberg, as well as subsequent zonal and individual trials, have preferred to prosecute Nazi criminals based on what they have done as individuals. This places focus on the idea that the Holocaust was only made possible through the major and minor material and ideational contributions of thousands of perpetrators from 1933 to 1945.36 For Raul Hilberg and Götz Aly, the bureaucracies of annihilation became increasingly extreme toward the Jewish question as time wore on and further territories were captured by the Wehrmacht.37 Rather than a well-functioning killing machine, the Nazi bureaucracies were run using centralized yet disorganized and idiosyncratic methods. Contradictory policies and approaches to singular problems led to competition among bureaucrats who sought to forward their own solutions, thereby expanding their personal powers within institutions. Far from a monomaniacally focused institution, infighting, frustration, and lack of coordinated policies and actions were hallmarks of the Nazi bureaucracy.38 As such, the roads to annihilation were marked by individual choices, and those choices were informed by collective learning on how to implement atrocity processes. Hans Mommsen argued that the Nazis were radicalized cumulatively.39 While initially concerned with removing populations, the Nazis gradually though dramatically marched toward annihilatory policies as years of their reign of terror wore on.

For scholars like Saul Friedländer, Nazi policy can be divided into the years of persecution (1933–1939) and the years of extermination (1939–1945), with particular focus placed on anti-Jewish policy.40 However, for scholars like Henry Friedlander, Nazi policy can be understood as an unfolding process of increasingly extreme measures toward various targeted populations.41 The Nazis experimented with arrays of killing processes and eventually created a vast network of sites of annihilation using a plethora of diverse killing methods. The lack of resistance to these policies at least in part allowed for a cumulative radicalization of exterminationist policies, which became less opaque. For Ian Kershaw, “The road to Auschwitz was built by hate but paved with indifference.”42

The Aktion T4 euthanasia program received marginal international and religious condemnation, but resistance efforts made almost no political difference. According to Franz Stangl, commandant of Sobibór and Treblinka extermination camps, many personnel like himself who later held key positions in Nazi bureaucracies of annihilation began their careers as killers in these prewar programs.43 After years of perfecting the crafts of population relocation and segregation, conducting secretive and overt extermination efforts, and manufacturing open hostilities toward others, when the war of annihilation in the east began with Operation Barbarossa in 1941, the Nazis had a suite of learned perpetration methods at their disposal and génocidaires ready to kill. Massacres, ghettos, concentration camps, extermination camps, and incredible brutalities were the hallmarks of Nazi annihilation practices from 1941 to 1945. These years of annihilation were the climax of Nazi policy and the nadir of millions. In 1941 and 1942, millions of Soviet prisoners of war were subjected to concentration and extermination by hunger, forced labor, and medical experimentation.44 The Holocaust by bullets began in 1941 and lasted until 1942.45 The Einsatzgruppen that trailed the Wehrmacht in fall 1941 and other formations, like Reserve Police Battalion 101, committed massacres from the Baltic Sea to the Black Sea.46

However, the slow pace and mental toll on perpetrators associated with these massacres likely caused a shift in policies.47 Stationary killing centers, like the mobile gas vans used at Chełmno extermination camp before the construction of formal gas chambers, became preferrable, and the Wannsee Conference in January 1942 harmonized exterminationist efforts across critical Nazi bureaucracies.48 The resulting Operation Reinhard, the increased ghettoization of Jews, and the beginning of the use of stationary extermination camps initiated the most destructive period of the Holocaust until late 1944.49 Millions of targeted populations were concentrated in camps, ghettos, and other places and were then transferred to extermination camps using Europe’s vast networks of roads and railroads.50 With total hegemony over almost all aspects of life in Europe, the Nazis could impose extreme exterminationist strategies on any targeted population. By 1942, the Nazis had become efficient killers via the extermination camps and used them to brutal effect. Even when the Red Army began closing in during early 1944, the Nazis continued their extermination operations, killing as many targeted populations as they could before they were forced to capitulate.

In this context, the choices the Nazi regime made to implement DA crime systems were contingent on the political realities of the end of 1944 and early 1945. From the Nazi worldview, allowing targeted populations to escape meant the desolation of the Nazi quest. The regime intentionally chose to continue down the path of annihilation despite the costs of these decisions. At the time decisions were made to use death marches and massacres, the Wehrmacht was in full retreat, carrying with it not only soldiers and military materiel but the first wave of Volksdeutsche expellees.51 These millions of people overcrowded roads, railways, and rivers. Moreover, the Red Army was liberating territories at astonishing rates, meaning that thousands of soldiers in retreat and evacuees had to be rerouted during their movements. Heinrich Himmler’s final order on concentration camp prisoners from 15 April 1945 stated:


Surrender is out of the question. The camp must be evacuated immediately. Not a single prisoner must fall alive into enemy hands. The prisoners at Buchenwald have taken action against the civilian population.

(-) Himmler.52



The desire for total annihilation by any method necessary (or possible) in the twilight of the Third Reich was clear.

The use of DA crimes in the Holocaust was due to multifactorial contingent processes. One of the most quizzical elements of the death marches concluding the Holocaust is this: Why would the Nazis devote extraordinary resources to killing targeted populations when they could have used those resources to defend against the impending onslaught of the Red Army? Ideologically, the approach of the Red Army and the possibility of liberation of the camps was unacceptable to Nazi leadership, who by this time had retreated further into their delusions of Pan-Germanic dominance. For them, the reality of the situation called for realistic and implementable killing processes amid the backdrop of paranoid exterminationist utopias. When the fascist world was falling apart, the Nazis decided to take as many targeted people as possible with them to the end of their delusions. This extreme dedication to mass murder against any sense of rational choice cannot be overstated.



Escorting Crimes: Contingent Displacement Atrocity Processes

Important for the comparative study of DA crimes is the fact that the Nazis used Todesmarsches (death marches) to destroy populations early in atrocity processes (1939), though the use of death marches was a localized rather than a systematic policy. Once starvation and massacres proved quick and efficient, and more psychologically detached killing processes had been invented (extermination camps), the Nazis leaned on these tactics to annihilate millions of people. It was only in the twilight of the war in 1944 when death marches were reimplemented. This time, prisoners from the camps were marched to their deaths before they could be liberated by the Allied armies, signaling the inherent absurdity of the Nazi program: devote precious resources to kill as many Untermensch as possible even though military defeat was all but guaranteed.

Nazi perpetrators did not use DA crime methods to destroy targeted populations on a systematic level. However, the Todesmarsches used by the Nazis at the end of the Second World War are exceptional examples of genocidal escorting DA crimes. As early as spring 1944, the bureaucracies of annihilation were planning on the total clearance of concentration and extermination camps. A common goal of all these “discharges” was that incarcerated peoples were not to be liberated and saved—they had to be killed in one way or another.53 The evacuation of Majdanek on 1 April 1944 was the first in a long chain of camp expulsions. Many thousands were transported to camps toward and within Germany.54 However, one of the transports that held approximately 1,200 prisoners reached Auschwitz with only 608 people—the remaining had died due to exhaustion, deprivation, or massacre by guards on a death march.55 This type of Todesmarsch soon became institutionalized.

At Kochendorf camp (established near a salt mine to manufacture jet engines), more than 1,800 people were incarcerated. On 20 March 1945, two-thirds of the camp was evacuated and within a day reached the village of Hütten, where the prisoners were provided with food from local townspeople and Volkssturm (People’s Militia) and provided with proper transport so they would not have to march.56 This minor humanitarianism, however, was an exception to the rule. Partially why these marches became so deadly were the initial conditions of the displaced, many of whom had been physically and emotionally broken after incarceration in the Nazi camp system. At the end of World War II, when rations became even scarcer, rations at Gęsiówka labor camp dropped to 250 grams of bread, less than 20 grams of sausage, 500 milliliters of soup, and several potatoes per person per day.57 Similar starvation rations across the camp system ensured that expelled prisoners were starting off these death marches in a state of extreme deprivation, meaning that any physical exertion would cause further morbidities. Additionally, if prisoners fell out of step, they were often summarily executed by guards, who kept the columns moving at breakneck speed.58 The twin deportation mechanism of indirect killing via DA crimes and direct killing via massacres of the displaced became entrenched policy after the Zöbingen death march in spring 1945.59

The Nazis learned from these early deportations and were able to implement massive schemes to kill thousands even while the Wehrmacht “was disintegrating. Units were falling apart, while hungry soldiers were resorting to looting the property of the local population. There were reports of retreating soldiers who forcibly dragged women and children off the trains evacuating them from Eastern Prussia westward and took their place.”60 All modes of transport were being pushed to their logistical limits with the evacuating Volksdeutsche and Wehrmacht. Against this backdrop, the Nazis wanted to accelerate their killing processes before the regime collapsed. This meant that civilians and soldiers evacuating from the east were on the same roads as targeted Holocaust populations who were now being subjected to death marches.61

On 5 April 1945, a subcamp near Wilhelmshaven was starting to be emptied and a group of targeted persons were to be transported 200 kilometers toward Hamburg via rail. The overcrowded prisoners in boxcars were “so sick with tuberculosis, syphilis and open sores … that they were scarcely capable of walking.”62 During this caravan and others, many died on the first days of displacement and many others died in Allied bombing raids, which were wreaking havoc on rail networks used by the Nazis.63 Some displaced escaped, but many could not. Anyone unable to move was shot.64 Larger camp clearances became all too common. At the Flossenbürg complex, 1,700 Jews were selected and sent aboard a train (60–75 per car) while tens of thousands of others were dispersed to other camps—primarily Dachau, as it was the last remaining camp available for transport. U.S. troops liberated Flossenbürg on 23 April 1945.65

Notoriously, near Gardelegen the Nazis ended a death march by forcing all prisoners into a barn and burning them to death. Others were executed and buried—some alive—in a ditch around the barn. The Nazis had no time to cover up their crimes before they surrendered to the Americans hours after this last-minute massacre, leaving a disfigured mass of interlaced corpses with the burnt materials of the barn.66 A matter of hours earlier and nearly 1,500 people would have been saved.67 Before this massacre, prisoners were force-marched and fed six raw potatoes each for three weeks, completely deteriorating their bodies.68

There is a grim lesson in the waning stages of the Holocaust. Given the convincing evidence of desire for, and actions toward, total annihilation of targeted populations, it is perhaps uncontroversial to assert that if the Third Reich were given enough space and time, it would have annihilated all targeted populations. This type of annihilation would have likely continued in extermination, forced labor, and concentration camps. These patterns of factory-style annihilation were strongly favored by the Nazis once they had perfected their genocidal craft. Even the mere thought of having sites of annihilation was tantalizing for people like Reinhard Heydrich and other key functionaries at the Wannsee Conference, all the way through to individual camp commanders, like Franz Stangl, and the killers who populated the systems and bureaucracies of extermination.69

As such, it is equally uncontroversial to state that DA crimes would have not been used at all if contingent conditions that enabled genocide perpetration (the war) had remained at 1942 conditions—the zenith of Nazi power. DA crimes were not supposed to be a systematized element of the final solution. Rather, they were incorporated as the final efforts of a genocidal regime. When this perspective is applied, there is little doubt that the death marches of the Holocaust could be fully understood on the DA crime causal pathway. The application of midrange theories like DA crimes to micro-level processes within macrolevel programs of annihilation requires further research and exploration by scholars in various events and processes of genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes to better understand frontiers of annihilation and why some killing methods are implemented in specific spaces and times but not others.



Not a “Double Genocide”: Holocaust and Expulsion

Genocidal escorting DA crimes in the Holocaust were a final solution to the final solution. The Nazi empire was bent on using whatever methods it had at its disposal to kill as many targeted populations as possible. They were one of the only methods of annihilation left to the Nazis, as the territories they had conquered were being liberated daily. Before the end, DA crimes made little sense to perpetrate as the Nazis could—and did—construct networks of annihilation across Europe to quickly exterminate their constructed racial enemies. However, when all of that was lost, DA crimes at the end of the Holocaust were, and are, agonizing exclamation marks to twelve years of destructive Nazi policies. At the denouement of the Third Reich, the Nazis resorted to DA crimes as a next- (or last-) best killing mechanism seemingly minutes before capitulation. Such is the violent potential of these criminal processes of forced displacement. They can be implemented anywhere at any time, though they may not be the most efficient killing programs when compared to the Nazis’ industrial-style extermination for much of the Holocaust.

Ultimately, DA crimes did take place during both the Holocaust and the expulsion of Germans. However, the goals and intents of violent displacement were different, and similar methods of DA crimes occurring in similar spaces in temporal historical sequence can have profoundly different effects. There is an important lesson in these uses of DA crimes in CEE: the use of DA crimes in the Holocaust was based on genocidal contingency, but the use of DA crimes in the German expulsions was based on a disorganized political plan to expel—though not necessarily destroy—Volksdeutsche populations. Rather than annihilate the Volksdeutsche, the postwar authorities in CEE chose to punitively expel Germans to forever rid the new countries of the influence of this minority. That said, just because extermination was not a goal does not mean that systematic deprivation and horrific violence did not occur.

Holocaust deniers have sometimes attempted to manipulate the violence of the postwar era in an attempt to demonstrate that it was simply a time of violence that affected every population, and that there is an unjust focus on the Jewish Holocaust. Often there are engrained anti-Semitic tropes behind these inaccurate generalizations. While it may be difficult to conceptualize Germans as both perpetrators of genocide and victims of illegitimate mass deportation schemes, it is central to do so for the sake of historical accuracy. For R. M. Douglas, if the expulsion of the Germans is not brought into mainstream scholarship and is instead relegated to the fringes, deniers will continue to “pervert the historical record for their own ends” by asserting that the Holocaust and the German expulsion “counterbalance each other.”70 Instead of a pure reversal of victims and perpetrators, the expulsion of the Germans was not designed to fight genocide with atrocities.71 Instead, it was a violent retributive form of collective punishment for the imposition of Nazism—a lex talionis reciprocity of violence—lest it be forgotten that residents of CEE both saved and doomed many to the machineries of the Holocaust.72 Postwar Europe was indeed a site of varieties of violence. Pogroms against Jews took place, violent forced displacement was normalized, and systematic discrimination was common following the war. A reaction against the Holocaust, however, does not appear to be a key motivating factor for the expulsion of the Germans; the reaction was definitively against Nazi occupation. That occupation embraced myriad forms of atrocity perpetration, with DA crimes as a last-best resort for the fledgling Nazi empire. The Nazi’s empire of annihilation is a stark reminder of how violent utopic ideals can unlock potential for the uncorking of hate and destruction.
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Tragedy


Logics of Displacement Climate Violence in the Twenty-First Century


Anthropogenic climate change—massive shifts in climate due to human activities—will change our world in uncertain ways. While there are arrays of climate denialism, including asserting that the climate has always changed and that current changes are nothing more than “natural,” human activities have clearly imposed far more pronounced forms of accelerating changes on the climate, with wide-ranging effects.1 One of the most striking features of climate change is the resilience of the cumulative damage done and the critical mass of environmental degradation that now appears catastrophically unstoppable. During the process of researching and writing these chapters on climate change, the COVID-19 pandemic swept the globe, and lockdowns were ordered in many countries, including the United States, Canada, and across the European Union—the places with the highest per capita production of greenhouse gas emissions. These lockdowns took millions of vehicles off the roads and showcased some of the potentials of decreasing transportation-related emissions.

However, global emissions only dropped approximately 6 percent. After pandemic restrictions were lifted, vehicle emissions remained lower than pre-pandemic levels. The decline in greenhouse gas emissions was “temporary, and … global emissions in the power, industry and residential sectors were already at the same level or higher than in the same period in 2019.”2 It is delusional to believe individual actions can stem the tide of institutionalized greenhouse gas emissions, and there appears to be a total lack of will and leadership for serious, sustained, and profound institutional changes. Anthropogenic climate change appears to be a fait accompli. Accordingly, the need to begin using social scientific theories to attempt to predict violent futures is clear. We must try to understand structural opportunities for climate violence in order to prevent it.3


Geographies of Violence

Almost all world regions will likely be directly and indirectly affected by climate change. Direct effects include rising sea levels and coastal erosion; desertification; increased frequency of cataclysmic weather events, like hurricanes and damaging storms; sweltering heat waves; unpredictable cold spells; changed growing seasons; expanded zones for diseases; and scarcity of vital daily needs. These direct effects may have myriad indirect effects on human life. Patterns of life for many could change, and the effects will challenge various institutions and structures locally, nationally, regionally, and globally. There are many reasons to believe that changing geographic structural conditions may necessitate the removal of millions of persons. With some estimates predicting hundreds of millions of potential climate refugees (those forced to leave their homes due to climate change), and given the knowledge of past mass displacements, it is logical to assume that some of these movements hold structural potentials for violence.4


Direct Effects: Climate-Degraded Areas

If—though more likely, when—the world experiences 2 to 4 degrees Celsius in warming, there will be a corresponding sea level rise of at least 2 meters. This rise will likely occur even if many of the Paris Agreement targets are met.5 Millions of island dwellers may have to be moved onshore, billions in property could be lost, and entire sociopolitical systems could be destroyed.6 Infamously, the Republic of Kiribati prepared for a warmer world by purchasing land in Fiji for approximately seventy thousand people to resettle on when Kiribati became inundated with water (though whether that will happen is subject to much controversy).7 That land is now being developed to produce foodstuffs for Kiribati with “technical assistance” from China.8 Such is the scale of problems that entire nations feel—rightly or wrongly—that they must prepare to move entire populations.

Residents of low-elevation coastal zone (LECZ) are particularly at risk for displacement. LECZs are coastal areas that are less than 10 meters above sea level.9 These areas are often highly sought after as places to live, and the migration to these areas increased in the twentieth and early twenty-first centuries, with no end in sight (see table 12.1). However, climate change threatens these areas due to their low-lying geographical positions. This creates a paradox: LECZs are more susceptible to the impacts of climate change and sea level rise though people flock to them. To make these figures more problematic, approximately 83 percent of populations in LECZs are from developing/exploited countries. In these places, the state’s capacity to deliver fundamental services and ability to pursue climate mitigation strategies in the near future are markedly lacking.

Table 12.1

Low-Elevation Coastal Zone Populations





	Year

	World population

	LECZ population






	2000

	6,100,000,000

	625,000,000




	2030 (scenario 1)

	7,800,000,000

	879,000,000




	2030 (scenario 2)

	8,700,000,000

	949,000,000




	2060

	11,300,000,000

	1,400,000,000




	SOURCE: Barbara Neumann et al., “Future Coastal Population Growth and Exposure to Sea-Level Rise and Coastal Flooding—a Global Assessment.” PLoS ONE 10, no. 3 (2015): 10.







Beyond coastal areas, there is cause for concern in continental nations vis-à-vis climatic degradation. Desertification, climate degradation, and increased climate volatility will likely cause areas to become more hostile to predictable human life. These changes will significantly and negatively impact flora and fauna, making these regions even more inhospitable. Consider areas surrounding the Aral Sea, made infamous by the Soviet Union’s 1953 Virgin Lands campaign, which sought to turn desertified central Asian areas into arable land.10 By diverting water from the Aral Sea’s two tributary rivers—the Amu Darya and the Syr Darya—the Aral Sea itself shrunk.11 The water retreated with such ferocity that some ships were unable to be pushed back into the water and are now rusting in the middle of an extremely salinized desert (the former seabed).12 The catastrophic environmental degradation disrupted almost every conceivable aspect of life—including raising the temperature of the area immensely due to a lack of regulation by water—and the damage appears to be irreversible given present regional politics.13 Areas like these are extreme cases but provide insight into the folly of what was preventable climate change. These degraded areas necessitated great flight and structural political changes, and could become hostile areas for lethal displacement.



Indirect Effects: Ramifications of Change

Rapid degradation poses even more problems, as it could threaten the livelihoods and lives of affected populations. Presently, the world’s freshwater supply cannot keep pace with overpopulation.14 Climate degradation is underway, and it is reasonable to assume that droughts will become more frequent, prevalent, persistent, and pervasive. Climate change may cause new inequalities, but it may also exacerbate current inequalities and make possibilities for violence real. One contemporary example of social inequalities worsened by resource scarcity is Cape Town’s water supply problems. Day Zero was the name given for the date when Cape Town’s water supply was to run dry, as the city’s water reservoirs sat at a paltry 13.5 percent in early 2018. It was initially projected that Cape Town would run out of water on 12 April 2018, but it was pushed to July 2018, then to 2019, before the problem was considered resolved after serious water restrictions were imposed on all residents of Cape Town.15 In 2020, the water table sat at 100 percent.16

Water use is a socially constructed institution impacted by various inputs. These constructions are noticeably class-based and racialized in effect and enforcement.17 White, typically more affluent Cape Town residents could afford to install water storage tanks on their properties (already behind gated communities), while typically poorer Black residents of Cape Town could not afford (monetarily or socially) such banned measures.18 Water deliveries to stockpiling residents began in November 2017, and the price for a liter of water rose to forty cents and then to seventy cents.19 For contrast: water in Canada costs tenths of a cent per liter.20 The residents who could afford to stockpile did so, while the residents who could not afford this luxury were forced to play by the collective rules of gathering water at the approximately two hundred water distribution sites around the city guarded by the military and the police. The sites offered only the bare minimum (25 liters) of water requirements per person per day.21 The typical Canadian citizen in 2019 used 411 liters per day, though water rights for Indigenous peoples in Canada continue to be extensively violated.22 In summer 2022, Europe experienced immense drought conditions, and some had access to water for only four hours per day, a potential window into the future of strained resources.23

What these types of episodes demonstrate is that legacies and long-term effects from institutions like colonial violence and apartheid may have wide-ranging impacts on geographies of climate survival in the future. The backdrop of existing inequalities will likely be made worse by the structural geographic stressors of climate change and can provide flashpoints for violence. Resource-rich areas could be of particular importance to future DA crimes, as they could become sought-after regions and thus ripe for conflict. As areas become degraded or inhospitable, people will move to areas with resources. This can create immense demographic tensions (explored later).



Geographies of Annihilation

If geographical spaces are available, perpetrators possess a key structural requirement for DA crimes. Currently these could be viewed as deserts, mountainous terrains, and generally inhospitable terrains. However, future geographical sites for mass murder may not yet be known. Climate change may significantly alter the geographies of many areas around the world and make places that are currently lush and easily able to sustain life into harsh and inhospitable climates. The areas where DA crimes may be committed may not yet be known. If these places emerge, then they threaten not only the local populations but also populations who may arrive from other areas. Areas that are fatal to those who do not know how to survive in them—or simply cannot survive in them due to degradation—could become large zones of annihilation. Displacement from these zones could be humanitarian operations, but intentional displacement into these zones could be processes of making political geographies violent. Climate change can make vast swaths of geographic areas ripe for DA crimes.




Structural Opportunities for Climate Violence


Asymmetric Power Distribution: Human Rights of Displaced Persons

As of mid-2023, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) estimates that there are 108.4 million displaced persons worldwide.24 This number dwarfs the previous worldwide record of 65.3 million set in 2015—significantly higher than the number displaced after the Second World War. This means approximately 1.4 percent of the entire world’s population are considered “displaced” as asylum seekers, refugees, returnees, internally displaced persons (IDPs), or stateless persons. We are living through a catastrophe of forced displacement. A rise in ethnic conflict, the global war on terror in the twenty-first century, internal human rights repressions and atrocity crimes, and an international community shrugging its shoulders to human problems have all contributed to this dramatic rise in displaced persons whose rights are consistently in peril (see table 12.2). The phenomenon of forced displacement is on the rise, and there appear to be no signs to an end of a world forcibly on the move.25 Worse yet, approximately 42 percent of all forcibly displaced persons in the world are children under the age of eighteen.26

International human rights regimes for displaced persons have been in disarray for years.27 At current trajectories, there is little reason for optimism for an expansion of rights-based protections for displaced persons in the future. The inadequacy of today must be changed for a better future; otherwise, there are immense structural opportunities for state and non-state actors to deny and actively violate human rights in various contexts.

The 1951 Refugee Convention (and 1967 Additional Protocol) was designed to protect only those individuals who had become or were in the process of becoming refugees (i.e., by successfully crossing an international border and applying for refugee status based on a well-founded belief/proof of persecution in their home country).28 All refugees have four foundational rights. First, refugees have the right to not be arbitrarily stripped of their nationality, meaning that they always retain state-based rights and rights remedies in their home country.29 Second, all individuals have the right to flee their country if they have well-founded fears of political persecution.30 Third, refugees are afforded the right of return.31 Finally, the principle of non-refoulement broadly applies, stating that refugees will not be returned to their home country against their will or if the well-founded fears of persecution remain.32 The Refugee Convention and broad sets of international law apply to the protection of asylum seekers (those who have crossed an international boundary seeking to become a refugee) and refugees themselves (those who have been recognized as such). There are vast bureaucracies of human rights and aid agencies, including the UNHCR, that exclusively deal with the rights of refugees. This category of displaced persons, without doubt, is the most protected in the world. Returnees, the most easily defined category of displaced persons, encompasses many hundreds of thousands of individuals. These people crossed international boundaries, were either accepted or denied as refugee claimants, and have chosen to return to their home countries.

Table 12.2

Statistics on Displaced Persons Compiled by the UNHCR





	Era

	Year

	Number of displaced persons






	Postwar decline

	1945–1950

	1945: 50.00 million

1950: 2.00 million




	Decolonization and Cold War conflicts

	1951–1984

	1951: 2.12 million

1977: 4.52 million

1984: 11.11 million




	Ethnic conflict spike

	1985–1994

	1985: 12.26 million

1994: 24.11 million




	Unipolarity, the global war on terror, and the rising specter of displacement

	1995–2012

	2005: 21.05 million

2006: 32.86 million

2012: 35.85 million




	Catastrophe

	2013–present (2022)

	2013: 42.87 million

2014: 54.95 million

2015: 63.91 million

2016: 67.75 million

2017: 71.44 million

2020: 79.50 million

2023: 108.4




	SOURCE: United Nations High Commission for Refugees, “Refugee Data Finder.”







However, while the rights of refugees and asylum seekers are codified in international law, the rights of IDPs are, for the most part, not. IDPs are people who have not crossed an international boundary but are forcibly displaced for a variety of reasons. The 1998 Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement, developed by the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), outlines the limited rights of IDPs, asserting a broad spectrum of civil and political as well as economic, social, and cultural rights.33 However, these are not legally binding principles, and the vast majority of displaced persons are IDPs with essentially no guarantor for their rights, as it is often home states that cause the violence and instability inducing flight. This, in effect, invites the fox into the henhouse, politely asking states to take care of populations they are displacing in a macabre-like irony.

Stateless persons are at even more risk than refugees and IDPs because their home state has denied them their citizenship, meaning they have no rights whatsoever, as they are not recognized before the law of a country as a legal entity. Citizenship is one of the most important possessions an individual can have. Holding citizenship opens avenues for rights protection and vindication when rights are violated. The opposite is true when one does not hold citizenship in the state-based human rights system. Thus, stateless persons are truly some of the most persecuted in the world, as their avenues for recourse are actively disallowed through the denial of citizenship.34

Clearly, there are immense gaps between the rights and protections fully recognized refugees and other types of displaced persons receive. With the current pace of approximately six to seven million additional displaced persons annually and given that climate change will likely enhance this number by magnitudes, the crisis of displacement is truly upon us. Within this crisis is a marked lack of will and ability to offer humanitarian supports for others. If current rates of humanitarianism hold, then the future for displaced persons is indeed bleak, as systems simply cannot adequately provide the vital daily needs for displaced persons. If and when that number balloons to upwards of 100 million, extraordinarily difficult decisions about which populations get what resources and when will have to be made. If perpetrators choose to deny populations access to humanitarian support, they can create conditions of annihilation. Worse yet, there are no international standards to define, categorize, and delineate what types of rights climate refugees may or may not receive. This gap in human rights protection regimes is massive and requires immediate filling.

There does not appear to be any sort of cavalry coming over the hill to save displaced persons in the future given the state of humanitarianism.35 Existing frameworks simply cannot keep up with current numbers and new displaced persons—whether created by climate-related violence or by processes of removing populations from climate degraded areas—as they do not have the protection regimes necessary to save all of them from violence and deprivation. Thus, the possibilities for extreme violence are real. Bluntly, if or when populations become displaced, there are few international actors ready to assist them.



Group Difference Construction: Othering

Which populations could be targeted for climate-related DA crimes is important to ponder. There could be three main types of populations subjected to climate-related violence. First, while there is no conceptual agreement on what a climate refugee is, Frank Biermann and Ingrid Boas define these as “people who have to leave their habitats, immediately or in the near future, because of sudden or gradual alterations in their natural environment related to at least one of three impacts of climate change: sea-level rise, extreme weather events, and drought and water scarcity.”36 This category of displaced persons is especially vulnerable to the effects of deprivation from displacement and violence that capitalizes on such deprivation due to the lack of a rights regime for climate refugees. Second, existing marginalized populations could be criminally targeted for DA crimes, with perpetrators taking advantage of a disorderly and warmer world to pursue their violent ends. Climate change for these groups of people will act as an accelerant to the intersectional marginalization and discrimination they already feel. Finally, climate change will likely open opportunity structures to marginalize and discriminate against populations who may be considered part of in-groups or on the fringes of in-groups at present.

All three populations could be subjected to DA crime violence in the future. Lessons from the past three cases of DA crimes in this book indicate that annihilatory forced displacements can take place virtually anywhere—from deserts to rural areas to urban areas linked by transportation networks. Targeted populations have been “othered” and constructed as different for a variety of contrived and misconstrued reasons. There is no evidence to suggest this could not occur in the future. The dramatic rise and sustained political support for nativist populist parties worldwide is perfectly illustrative of the types of discriminatory backlash that can occur against displaced persons—including future climate refugees.37 These current parties prey on people’s worst insecurities after the 2008 financial crash and the growing discontent with a globalized world that few political systems are capable of adjusting to.38 These existential fears over a lack of attainability for individual futures were coupled with old tropes against other populations to produce simple political platforms with robust hateful ideologies.39

There is no reason to assume that these processes of othering will not take place with climate refugees and other marginalized populations. Social divisionism may in fact become prevalent and common if the worst-case climate projections come true and state and non-state resources are strained around the world. The increased presence of groups from other regions may create a corresponding rise of nativist beliefs—even if expressed only by a minority. Groups are constructed as being legitimate or illegitimate citizens of a political entity, and the presence of newcomers may exacerbate latent social discriminatory patterns even in the most liberal of democracies.

In the current era, easy and visible scapegoats have been found by certain politicians in displaced persons stemming from conflicts in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region and elsewhere (certainly the long-term legacies of colonialism are at the core of many structural problems helping to cause these conflicts). Burgeoning nativist-populist constructions of displaced persons as threats resonated with many in Europe, and these types of parties appear to be established fixtures of contested electoral democracies for the next number of years at least.40 These constructions occurred rapidly and concurrently, particularly with the degeneration of the Syrian Civil War into a flagrant human rights violation. Once millions of Syrians began to—rightly, legally, and justly—seek refuge in other countries, far-right nativist ideologies rose in popularity with visible “others,” who were constructed as invaders or, more disgustingly, as elements of a Muslim “hoard” invading Europe.41 In contrast, as of 2023, the conflict in Ukraine has produced over six million refugees and seven million IDPs. Calls for action to assist Ukrainians have been widespread in the wake of Russian aggression.42 Syrians have been constructed as security threats; Ukrainians have been constructed as people who deserve saving.

Institutionalized differential and inequitable valuations of human lives engrained in international politics do not seem to be diminishing. Even Canada, long celebrated for its official policy of multiculturalism, has experienced these nativist constructions. During his 2015 reelection campaign, former prime minister Stephen Harper vowed to create a “barbaric cultural practices” hotline for neighbors to denounce neighbors—a thinly veiled political dog whistle to limit the number of Syrian refugees allowed into Canada—a policy championed by former Parliament member Kellie Leitch.43 One of Harper’s successors and current leader of the Conservative Party, Pierre Poilievre, openly backed the hotline idea, though he now strongly supports immigration from other countries—most notably Ukraine after Russia’s illegitimate invasion of it in 2022.44 It should be noted that People’s Party of Canada leader Maxime Bernier openly garners support from extremist elements as well.45

Worse yet, new generations of far-right activists view the upheavals associated with climate change as the perfect time to spread hate, as there has been a sharp rise in ecofascism.46 For Alistair Walsh, “White-supremacist killers are invoking environmental concerns to justify murder.”47 According to the European Commission and Swedish Defense Research Agency, “There is no cohesive eco-fascist movement or ideology; largely the ecofascist scene consists of a scattering of individuals and groups that combine a more or less extreme nationalism with an environmentalist rhetoric, while not necessarily describing themselves as ecofascists.”48 Consider recent mass shootings in Buffalo, New York; El Paso, Texas; Christchurch, New Zealand; and Quebec City, Québec.49 Ideologically, the perpetrators of these crimes have enmeshed virulent racism with the need for ethnoreligious apartheid and the desire to destroy nonwhite populations (and often to avert a climate apocalypse where resources are seen in zero-sum terms). This overpopulation discourse clearly values some lives over others and mainstreams fascism through Malthusianesque climatic calculations.50

Coupled with other crises, climate anxieties can be used as a vehicle to mainstream hatred of populations that have been othered. In an era when there are existential threats—or at least consistently socially constructed existential threats—ecofascism is a trend that is only beginning and preys on people’s worst fears and insecurities. Everyone has the right to survive, but the hateful messages engrained in ecofascism provide a gateway into much larger and more destructive/annihilatory political programs. By constructing some as in-groups deserving of rights and protections and others as out-groups who could be seen as drags on social systems, undeserving of rights and protections, nativist tendencies toward othered populations are certainly in the realm of possibility and present an unnerving structural opportunity to justify existing and future violent patterns.



Intergroup Grievances: Exacerbating Old and Creating New Cleavages

There are strong possibilities for intergroup grievances related to climate change in the future. Traditional group identity differences (race, nationality, ethnicity, religion, class, sexual orientation, Indigenous membership) may be exploited due to, or as a prelude to, violence. Historical grievances may continue to be prominent social-ordering principles, and questions regarding who should and who should not receive membership benefits can lead to violent ends. The conditions for perpetrators to exploit contemporary upheavals and times of change in order to institute killing programs as a way to settle established interethnic tensions, rid a country of minority populations, or destroy competition for resources are all predicated on whether processes of othering are present. Climate change may offer perpetrators new opportunities for violent justifications to other, exclude, and possibly destroy populations in whole or in part based on intergroup difference construction.

Consider multiethnic areas with contentious demographic histories, like the Balkans. Clearly, the mere presence of “different” people is not enough to cause political violence.51 However, at the dissolution of the former Yugoslavia, specific elites in various groups—notoriously Slobodan Milošević—offered new politicized understandings of history to take advantage of the moment for independence and ethnic cleansing.52 Historical grievances were framed to violent ends during a time of seismic political upheaval. This sort of grievance emergence could become common given the possibilities for disruptions of political systems associated with climatic shifts. These existing internal cleavages could rise to the level of becoming bellicose and extremely competitive in a warmer world.

Externally, the uses and misuses of displaced persons as political pawns have been, and will likely continue to be, profound for political systems globally.53 The crisis of displacement has already produced immense challenges. The 108.4 million displaced persons in the world figure has overwhelmed humanitarian systems and has created intense political fissures in receiving countries. As part of hybrid warfare schemes against NATO-aligned countries, Belarus and Russia have collaborated to send thousands of displaced persons from the MENA region into EU countries.54 The choice of Poland was deliberate, as it is experiencing a strong surge of far-right nativist populism with virulently racist anti-immigrant ideological programming. The goal of this sort of sending operation is to use displaced persons as “weapons of mass migration”—a concept put forth by Kelly M. Greenhill in her 2011 book of the same name—to disrupt the internal politics of an adversary nation or bloc.55 By displacing populations who have been marked as external threats into unreceptive countries of those who appear different from majority populations, there are serious potentials for creating and exacerbating social cleavages.

Consider climate refugees in a similar scenario: grievances can arise between majority groups and newcomers (climate refugees) who are othered. Majority groups or powerful minority groups—acting under conditions of strained resources—may decide that groups they have always considered different from themselves do not deserve these limited resources. In times of sparse resources, when the survival of a majority/powerful group is threatened, that group may decide to take advantage of the situation to settle old interethnic scores. Times of sparse resources in the future could also mean the consideration of displacement to destroy competition for resources and ensure in-group survival at the expense of the out-group. Grievances are a key variable for understanding why DA crimes occur, as they serve to justify why groups should be denied the right to live based on perceived or real slights. These are reasons why targeted groups should be victimized through exposure to DA crimes. Climate change has the potential to make traditional perpetrator-constructed grievances against other groups real.



Sociopolitical Upheavals: State Survival

Alex Alvarez is a prominent voice in hypothesizing about the links between climate change and political violence in the future. He believes there may be serious and sustained problems associated with climate-induced displacement, resource scarcity and wars, and state collapse.56 These problems could aid in creating structural opportunities for violence to take place. State collapse is a serious threat in that the main institution that guarantees order and stability may lose the monopoly on the use of violence in a given political geography. If this occurs, there could be a rise in competing sovereignties—likely bringing violence with them. However, there is a relatively unexplored option for climate change: that the state will do everything it can to survive. This second scenario is much more frightening than the first—and more likely. The modern state as a reproducing and bureaucratic institution has triumphed over competing social claims for centuries.57 Climate-related state collapse will likely pose a threat to human rights, as the state is the “principal violator and essential protector” of individual rights.58 However, rather than outright state collapse, the more likely scenario is climate-related state challenge. If the state is viewed as a potentially predatory institution, when state survival is challenged, the state may respond violently to maintain order and control.59 If states view their populations as expendable, this could have particularly deadly outcomes for populations already weakened by exclusion from a national identity. This fear is not without foundation, as regimes like Cambodia’s Khmer Rouge believed “to keep you is no profit, to destroy you is no loss.”60

The possibility of the state preventing collapse through violence is twofold. First, state mechanisms could be weaponized against existing domestic groups. A resource competition could cause international or non-international resource conflicts.61 It is common that perpetrators of genocide believe in a scarcity of resources—a belief that helps fuel the fires of ideology, dogmatism, existential threat, and animosity, ultimately aiding perpetrators in their violent delights.62 Historically speaking, this scarcity of resources was socially constructed. However, with climate change, the possibility of real resource scarcity could make the perpetration of violence a desirable goal for those who seek to actually protect or hoard resources. Said in another way, traditional ideological discrimination (i.e., constructing a sociopolitical belief that out-groups pose existential threats to the survival of in-groups) could become more tangible (i.e., a minority group is taking valuable resources away from a majority group, and therefore to ensure the majority’s survival, the minority group has to be annihilated).63 The most powerful groups in society, likely the ones who can co-opt state mechanisms best, could impose violent ends on minority or disempowered populations who already exist domestically. Scarcity in vital daily needs could lead to the elevation of some groups at the expense and exclusion of others. Climate change could help actors embrace hard-line survival ideologies that intentionally view violence (and elimination) as the proper course of action.64 If the state is challenged in a situation of resource scarcity, it will most likely try to survive at all costs; this includes uprooting or annihilating populations to settle new or old scores.65 Intergroup tensions could be exacerbated as climate change gives a justification for perpetrators to finally destroy or displace populations.

Second, state mechanisms could be weaponized against newly arrived domestic groups (those displaced due to climate). One possible scenario is that upon arriving, climate displaced persons are concentrated into small well-guarded camps. This process of concentration already occurs for displaced persons who cross international borders and become asylum seekers and refugees.66 In a worst-case scenario, in which large swaths of the earth become unable to provide for life, there could be hundreds of millions of displaced persons.67 The state would have to adapt and create these climate-displaced-persons camps/processing centers, and if acting under the premise of limited resources, the state could choose to deny vital daily needs to the displaced persons in these camps—methods of attrition. Conversely, the state could choose to not house these new arrivals and instead displace them back into inhospitable territories, thereby killing the populations posing resource problems for the state. Arriving climate-displaced persons would be especially vulnerable to atrocities because they do not know these new territories, nor do they have the political or legal standings that domestic populations possess. Climate-displaced persons may face violence in the countries they arrive in, and without a serious international undertaking for a climate refugee convention, they will remain without rights and protections.




Decision to Commit: Displacement as Violent Solution

DA crimes are not guaranteed by climate change. In fact, the likely scenario is peace and institution building at the global, regional, state, and substate governance levels. There is certainly cause for optimism in that climate change will not create the next human rights disaster but the next human rights revolution. With great challenges to human dignity come great opportunities for rights advancement. After all, wars, genocides, revolutions, and human catastrophes have been catalysts for advancements in international human rights regimes.68

That said, realistically attempting to understand motivations of potential future perpetrators is not without reason. Climate change will likely pose extreme problems to current institutions and cause us to reassess what it means to be human once again. Questions regarding who is and who is not human can open other questions about who is legitimately and illegitimately human—and who deserves what treatment. If perpetrators have large geographical spaces available, they could always consider DA crimes. Issues of space become particularly important for understanding potential links between climate change and atrocities (explored in the next section). If perpetrators do not have a large enough land base, then DA crimes are impossible to implement. For DA crimes to be perpetrated in a warming world, one necessary ideological shift perpetrators would have to make is to paint the world as a competition for resources, and because there is a competition, certain groups will have to perish or be intentionally excluded if the in-group is to survive. Ideas like this would underpin and justify annihilation programs. DA crimes could be particularly enticing for perpetrators, as the killing process is completed away from cities and towns—in effect, hidden in plain sight.

Perpetrators can learn from unforeseen climate change outcomes to institute various killing programs. The cost-effectiveness of DA crimes certainly makes forced displacement an attractive option for a future perpetrator regime. While direct killing programs like the Holocaust required extraordinary resources, DA crimes require only the withholding of vital daily needs and forced displacement. The first DA crime element degrades the body, and the second expedites the process. Thousands of victims in displacement caravans can be controlled by only a few perpetrators. This stands in stark contrast to the vast bureaucracies of annihilation the Nazi regime constructed. In times of resource scarcity, perpetrators may learn from the past and select a cost-effective killing program like DA crimes to annihilate resource competitors. Why perpetrators choose to commit atrocities is a fraught question in genocide studies. There have been many possible deterministic accounts of why perpetrators use genocide as a political tool, but perhaps flexible and probabilistic accounts are more accurate for understanding why DA crimes can be implemented.

While geography and ideology are important to understanding potential future DA crimes, the roles of contingency and perpetrator learning must be at the forefront of prevention strategies. The decision to commit DA crimes rests largely on contingency—the idea that perpetrators select DA crimes based on the conditions that surround them and within which they act—but the choice is not deterministic. While perfectly fulfilled structural variables and causal pathways may exist to the point of deciding to commit genocide, some regimes may and others may not commit atrocities. To make this argument more complex: perfect causal pathways to atrocities and the decision to commit atrocities may be fulfilled, but some regimes may institute direct killing programs, like the Rwandan genocide, while others may choose to use DA crimes even in places large enough to commit the latter.



Climate, Displacement, and Violence

Though the prospects of tropical weather in places like Canada may seem appealing on the surface, the change of climatic zones offers new physical, socioeconomic, and political realities for DA crimes to take place. While any analyses on the future effects of climate change on possibilities for political violence to take root are speculations, they are based on what we know about the nature of violence and how individuals and societies respond in times of crisis. Therefore, these future structural opportunities for violence in a changed world should be studied in case they do materialize into crimes so that atrocities may be prevented, stopped, and punished. Given recent experiences with the poor handling of truncated climate stressors, it appears that the world is not prepared for seismic, paradigmatic shifts in climate and what these shifts could mean for developing resilience strategies. Old animosities may be made worse; new hatreds may bloom in the ruins of an overexploited earth. There could be opportunities to disrupt climate violence through collective action and cooperation on multifactorial and international problems. If anything is true of human rights and international institutions, it is that they leapfrog in eras of change and in the face of challenges to human dignity. That said, understanding pathologies of potential future criminality is critical to preparing for a warmer world and undermining the possibilities of such violence in the first place.
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Farce


To Continue to Destroy Them Gradually?


Climate change first appeared politically as a tragedy: an international system of interconnected states and economics, chock-full of exploitation of people and resources, has caused immense destruction of the planet. Concerns over a changing climate have been marginalized for decades. Thus, if all great world-historical facts appear twice, climate change first presented itself as a global calamity, a tragedy that could be avoided. Only now that it is too late are there structural shifts too small in scope being proposed across the world. Efforts to stem climate change now, while not unwelcome and certainly worthwhile to attempt, are a farce.1 These efforts should have been attempted sooner and more profoundly. A chapter dealing with the potential of climate violence would have been unnecessary if climate change as a structural problem had been dealt with properly in the first place.

Now that the world has chosen the path of locking itself into at least some degree of certainty of climate change, there are possibilities for future DA crimes. While traditionally treated as violent patterns caused by climate change, it may be more likely that climate change exacerbates current tensions and gives structural reasons for violent processes. Most likely is a scenario in which the problems of today are made significantly worse by the structural stressors of climate change, and current problems boil over into larger conflicts. Targeted populations could be climate refugees or other marginalized populations who could be subjected to immense disruptions in their biopsychosocial systems.


Making Atrocities Possible: Structures of Inequity and Criminality


Sociopolitical Disruption: Crimes and Carelessness in Plain View

There are well-founded reasons to be concerned that future DA crimes could occur in plain sight and be hidden away in a world full of complex processes. The Mediterranean Sea has been used by thousands of migrants to flee from institutionalized poverty, discrimination, and violence in their home countries.2 They often embark on perilous overland journeys to reach North Africa, where they can take boats to European shores. This perilous maritime crossing is entirely unregulated and informal, meaning human trafficking, deprivation, and drowning remain constant threats.3

While the Europeans have accepted some migrants, they have simultaneously rejected others. The European Union (EU) worked tirelessly and at great expense to stem the flow of migrants to its shores in order to prevent migrants from claiming asylum in a European nation.4 From 2014 to 2017, Algeria alone accepted €111.3 million from the EU to stop the flow of migrants to Europe and instead provide for them domestically.5 In effect, this policy was to keep African migrants in Africa and away from Europe—out of sight, out of mind. However, in early 2017, Algeria stopped accepting funds and engaged in its own form of combating mass migration: displacement and annihilation of migrants in the Sahara Desert. Algeria appears to be committing DA crimes.

This shift toward violence was rapid and took place as a hidden process despite the age of rapid information sharing. In late 2016, Algeria drove migrants in trucks to displaced-persons camps in Niger and gave them food and water for the journey.6 These policies continued well into 2017, though in that year there was a “surge” in deportations of migrants compared to previous years.7 Soon thereafter, Algeria radicalized deportation operations by forcing migrants to walk these distances instead of being driven. Detained migrants are transported to within thirty kilometers of the Algeria-Niger border, stripped of their belongings (including communication devices) and money, provided no vital daily needs, and kettled toward the border. Algerian security forces do not force-march migrants in columns; rather, they show migrants where Niger is generally located and threaten them with death if they try to return to Algeria.8 In effect, this creates a cordon of death that migrants cannot escape and forces them to walk aimlessly in the Sahara Desert. As a result, thousands of migrants have been forced to walk for days in the Sahara, and scores have succumbed to the inhospitable climate, where temperatures currently reach 45 degrees Celsius.9 According to journalist Lori Hinnant, “The Sahara is a swift killer that leaves little evidence behind. The arid heat shrivels bodies, and blowing sand envelops the remains.”10

Even if migrants were able to reach the nearest settlement in Niger, Assamaka, there are only two water wells there, and they provide insufficient water.11 The nearest major settlement is Arlit, located over two hundred kilometers to the southeast of Assamaka. International organizations are attempting to assist these migrants, but the act of displacement has two results: escape or death. Though Algeria momentarily stopped deporting migrants into the Sahara due to international condemnation in 2018, it restarted its mass deportation program mere days later, as the condemnation was empty and carried no real international interest or threat.12 Policies of overcrowded mass detention centers of migrants and infrastructures of displacement remain functioning in Algeria.13 This deportation policy has resulted in the deaths of many migrants in the sands of the Sahara, who have succumbed to exhaustion, dehydration, and malnourishment.14 This flagrant violation of human rights by Algeria is a unique and violent response to the Mediterranean migration crisis. While the crisis itself garners much international media attention, there has been little to no focus on the atrocities taking place inland in the Sahara Desert.

This recent iteration of DA crimes provides multiple lessons. First, DA crimes continue to be selected by perpetrators to rid themselves of populations they deem unworthy of living in their territories. Second, and perhaps most important, perpetrators can often create and hide violent systems of displacement within violent systems of displacement. In Algeria’s case, the larger narrative of the Mediterranean migrant crisis took center stage, while DA crimes against migrants in the desert were not seriously condemned, nor was action taken on behalf of these extremely vulnerable populations. This type of violence inflicted under the cover of mass migrations creates the need for us to pause and consider a concerning truth: if climate projections are accurate, and tens of millions more individuals may become displaced due to climate change, there are built-in structural opportunities to commit and cover up DA crimes in the open. If there are further structural stressors on resources—be they material or ideational—there is good reason to believe that perpetrators may be able to inflict mass violence to the “deafening” sound of shrugging shoulders. Spaces continue to be weaponized against persons who are forced to become displaced, and their temporal exposure in spaces without vital daily needs continues to be a swift killer.



Elimination of Resistance: Lawfare to Delegitimize

While most of the explorations of disempowerment in this book have focused on physical tools of resistance (weaponry) and the people who can wield such weaponry, there is another facet to undermining resistance. Lawfare is the practice of using the law as a weapon against powerful or disempowered individuals or groups for a variety of ends.15 As the rule of law—not the rule of individuals—is a hallmark of democratic governance and at least a façade authoritarian leaders create to veil themselves from criticism, the hijacking of the law to marginalize and disempower cannot be overstated as an existential threat to many.

Consider one of the most recent iterations of lawfare in the perpetration of genocide in Myanmar against Rohingya Muslims. First a bit of history: Burma gained independence from Britain in 1948, and in 1989 the military junta changed the name to Myanmar to cast off the last vestiges of colonialism. In the 1990s, Aung San Suu Kyi was democratically elected but deposed by the military and placed under house arrest until she became the de facto leader of Myanmar in 2015 (later deposed by the military again). While she is a reformer and had turned Myanmar into a darling of democratization internationally, she also—at the very least—actively worked to cover up genocide against Rohingyas, including defending Myanmar against charges of genocide in the International Court of Justice.16 One of the most important steps toward genocide in Myanmar was stripping individual Rohingyas of their human right to citizenship.17 Dating as far back as October 1982 and the Burmese Citizenship Law, all citizens were required to prove that their ancestors settled in Burma before 1823, something Rohingyas could simply not prove, as there was a lack of documentation from the period. As such, Rohingyas were labeled as “illegal foreigners.”18 In the 1990s, the military junta enacted violent clearance policies, causing hundreds of thousands of Rohingyas to flee.19 In 2008, Myanmar’s constitution was overhauled via a national referendum, but the changes did not benefit Rohingyas. On the contrary, they further entrenched the delegitimization of Rohingya human rights to citizenship.20

Violence began to flare in May 2012 after reciprocal violence between Rohingya and Buddhist communities. A state of emergency was declared, and the military was deployed to establish peace. Instead of creating peace, the military, police, and local Buddhist extremists and paramilitary formations ransacked and destroyed Rohingya homes and inflicted immense interpersonal violence. Tens of thousands were forcibly displaced, and an eruption of violence again in 2013 and a full-on genocidal ethnic cleansing campaign against Rohingyas beginning in 2017 continue to cause prolonged displacement and mass violations of human rights, and demonstrate the potency of what can happen when populations are disallowed to have standing before the law. The United Nations considers the Rohingya as one of the most discriminated against populations in the world.21

As stateless peoples, Rohingyas have no avenue for justice or recourse for the injustices they have been subjected to by perpetrators. Alongside the stripping of citizenship came the intersectional loss of key civil and political rights (e.g., freedom of expression, the right to organize, and the right to own property) that are the foundations of healthy state-individual (or state-group) relations. The law is used as a weapon in Myanmar against the Rohingya to pave the way for atrocities and undermine any resistance to state and non-state violence. Without the human right to citizenship—considered fundamental to the enjoyment of the modern state-based human rights regime—there are few aspects of life considered protected or legitimate. If one’s very claims to human rights are not only denied but actively eroded, there are few potentials for resistance. This is the nexus of lawfare and resistance: if there are no avenues for recourse, populations have few means to resist atrocity processes implemented against them. Lawfare can disempower and dispose targeted populations of their last legal remedies, clearing the path for violence.

With the lessons from Myanmar’s genocidal violence in mind, it is reasonable to assume that even under normal sociopolitical circumstances, some perpetrator group could strip the citizenship of a targeted population in the future. Coupled with the knowledge that the rights of displaced persons (explored in chapter 12) are in consistent perilous danger, the stage is set for mass disempowerment in the future. When there are millions more displaced persons (due to either routinized processes of current political violence or, more likely, exacerbated processes of climate violence), then the displaced may find themselves truly without standing in front of the law. It is an all too real possibility that climate refugees (who have no protections or even definition in international law) could be subjected to wanton treatments before the law. Displaced persons created due to climate change—at current legal rates, anyway—have no avenue for recourse other than the goodwill of others, certainly not something to be counted on. The stripping of legal rights for marginalized populations could spell disaster for any sort of attempt to seek remedial justice for violence inflicted and illustrates a violent potential for the uses and abuses of the law to further delegitimize and disempower already at-risk and disempowered populations.



Elimination of Humanitarianism: Limited Humanitarian Resources

In a situation in which hundreds of millions of displaced persons are present, there will have to be immense humanitarian efforts made—and such efforts do not simply just appear in the realm of political will or possibility with current levels of spending and institutional support. Instead, this climatic degradation situation could create a compounding crisis of displacement on top of the current crisis of displacement. Climate refugees could be created for a variety of push and pull factors.

There are several push factors climate change may create, especially revolving around degraded areas. These changes could transform social perceptions of places and homes and cause reassessment of living conditions, especially in relation to problems like the human right to an adequate standard of living, poverty, hollowed-out economies, political instability and ethnic conflict, and health impacts on individuals and communities.22 As regions change and become hostile to predictable and secure life, people will have to migrate or adapt.23 The issue then becomes whether environmental degradation will be slow or rapid. Slow degradation will allow for some prevention mechanisms to be put in place for climate mitigation and resettlement of populations.24 But even with slow processes of change, there will always be problems with resettlement schemes and the costs of hardening cities and towns against climate change. There will necessarily be displacement from degraded areas, as people are moved for prevention projects and away from rising sea levels. Realistically, with changes to climatic systems and ways of life, millions may be pushed from their homes.25

Rapid degradation poses different sets of problems altogether. In places where mitigation strategies are impossible or unaffordable (as climate change will affect the lowest-income countries most profoundly), rapid events like tsunamis and wildfires can create scores of climate refugees in short order.26 These rapid events mean that bureaucracies of humanitarian relief must be well-functioning, well-funded, and ready to be deployed at a moment’s notice. Even in the United States, one of the most highly developed countries in the world, the Federal Emergency Management Agency took far too long to get supplies to the people of New Orleans after 2005’s Hurricane Katrina—due to a lack of either ability or will.27 Countries lacking the state capacity of the United States can, and have, experienced similar or worse humanitarian outcomes due to poorly coordinated responses to disasters.28 As climate change could increase the rapidity of these disasters and overwhelm humanitarian systems, there is the potential for the denial of relief to targeted populations under the guise of limited humanitarian resources and the notion that some populations deserve saving while others do not.29

On the other side, populations could socially construct pull factors that drive them to migrate to different areas, perhaps due to resource availability. The perception of other countries or areas as being better than a home country or area could create a climate-induced pull toward somewhere else as a way to leave the problems of one’s home behind. This of course can overlap and intersect with socioeconomic inequalities and political instabilities as push factors, but the point being made is that “have” countries could experience an influx of millions of people from “have-not” countries. Such realities are not uncommon and can be politically operationalized to discriminatory ends. Consider the racist constructions of migrant caravans from Latin America into the United States by the Donald J. Trump administration, the members of the House of Representatives, and various media sources. Migrants who wanted to pursue better lives chose America as their destination for such work but were constructed as threats to America and potential drags on the country.30 In a climate displacement scenario, it is well within reason to assume that such constructions could be imposed on those who want to pursue better lives elsewhere due to resource and opportunity availabilities compared to their home areas, which may be experiencing intersectional negative pressures from climate change. Where us-versus-them narratives can take hold, violence through deprivation is always a possibility.

While these state-based responses to climate displacement bode poorly for human rights, they are not the only ways to respond to the climate crisis. Three key international organizations generally govern all types of international humanitarian responses to migration: the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, the International Organization for Migration, and the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs. All have waxed and waned in their size and scope as politically necessary (and possible), and all are charged with assisting the dispossessed. However, these organizations have not been able to keep pace in expanding their operations to meet the needs of the millions of displaced persons, largely constrained by budgets being reliant on donations and by international laws on displaced persons being reliant on political gamesmanship to narrow the scope of humanitarian responsibility among states.31 The crisis of displacement has severely challenged the capacities of humanitarian agencies to provide for the displaced. The creation of millions of new displaced persons due to climate change, coupled with the knowledge that nativist populism is rising, means that perpetrators could argue that only some populations deserve scarce humanitarian resources. If the world now faces humanitarian shortages, the world of decades down the road will face immense disruptions to supply chains and potential shortages. Perpetrators can weaponize structural shifts and shortages to further their violent ends. If they can convince nontargeted (in-group) populations of the undesirability of out-groups and their lack of “real” claim over humanitarian support, deadly systems can be created through deprivation and pave the way for DA crimes.



Making Displacement Atrocity Crimes Possible

It is all too real a possibility that present and future perpetrators of mass violence will use displacement as a key element of their programs of annihilation. Climate refugees and other marginalized peoples could be subjected to different forms of atrocity, but this is clearly not a guaranteed situation (and hopefully never will be). However, there are a plethora of reasons to be concerned about the current disorganized and unprepared state of humanitarianism and human rights. Without paradigmatic changes, current patterns provide terrible potentials for future perpetrators to take advantage of in their violent quests.




Escorting Displacement Atrocity Crimes

Contingency and the role of actor learning in the perpetration of DA crimes warrant critical reflections for our changing world. In all cases of DA crimes reviewed in this book, DA crimes were not necessarily the first choice of perpetrators. As contingency clearly plays such a strong role in DA crimes—often learned processes of destruction for perpetrators—it is difficult to even attempt to predict what future patterns of criminality may emerge. For the Schutztruppe in German South-West Africa, von Trotha was forced to use DA crime methods once his plans of annihilating the Herero at Waterberg were foiled by the Herero escape into the desert. The Ottoman Three Paşas relied on DA crime methods once the Great War broke out and they were able to justify deportation as a “temporary” measure to add a veil of deniability. Local and Big Three postwar authorities in Europe created what they thought were conditions for perpetual peace by removing German minorities from Central and Eastern Europe, only for Soviet demographic policy and local desires for vengeance to manifest as DA crimes. DA crimes are not necessarily the singular annihilatory plan from the start of atrocities; they are often next-best final solutions for perpetrators to implement. In that vein, projecting knowledge onto a realm of possibility in the future can be feasible if one remains realistic. There are three (though there are likely more) critical unexplored types of linear displacement that could be used as methods of DA crimes in the future.

The first possible scenario is that arriving climate refugees could be concentrated into small well-guarded camps. This process of concentration already occurs for displaced persons who cross international borders and become asylum seekers and refugees.32 In a worst-case scenario, where millions more individuals become displaced persons due to climate change, there will have to be improvised infrastructures of displacement (i.e., camps or internment centers), as the world is wholly unprepared for the potential coming tidal wave of displaced persons.33 States or non-state actors may simply choose to deny vital daily needs to the displaced persons in these camps—methods of attrition—or may choose to continually move displaced persons from location to location. This movement along predetermined linear routes, combined with deprivation of vital daily needs, would certainly constitute a DA crime. Climate-degraded areas could offer new zones for deadly displacement. Arriving populations are especially vulnerable to atrocities because they do not know the new territories, nor do they have the political standing that domestic populations have. Without serious international undertakings to protect existing and new displaced persons, climate refugees could exist without rights and protections.

Another possibility for DA crimes involves annihilatory forced displacement being hidden within larger processes of displacement. In this second scenario, displacement is simultaneously capitalized on and weaponized. As the three main cases in this book as well as the Algeria situation demonstrate, DA crimes can be hidden within other processes of violence or migration. Since the current number of displaced persons at approximately 108.4 million is overwhelming humanitarian systems, and stories of violence are already being lost in this cataclysm of movement, there is no reason to assume that future annihilatory forced displacement could not be hidden within a world on the move of potentially 500 million people. Amid the current institutional framework of humanitarian affairs, a perpetrator group could easily hide an annihilatory forced displacement among the mass migrations. Using a migrating world to perpetrate atrocities based on movement and deprivation not only provides plausible deniability but also overloads possibilities for humanitarian relief.

There is a third, more sinister and brazen possibility for climate-related DA crimes: displacement into newly degraded areas. These areas of the world could provide the ultimate grounds for perpetrators to displace populations into or through, as they will be devoid of vital daily needs and their inhospitableness will be evident—desertified areas, inundated coastal locales, places with acidified or salinized water sources, regions destroyed by fire and natural disasters, and other sites that could become generally unsupportive of sustained life without costly investments in survival infrastructures. If perpetrators hold hegemonies over the use of violence in climate-degraded areas, they could easily force displaced targeted populations through them, deny vital daily needs, and annihilate scores quickly. The Germans in South-West Africa demonstrated that perpetrating genocide in inhospitable places is possible. The Ottomans demonstrated that small numbers of perpetrators can march thousands to their ends. The Europeans demonstrated that marching “enemy” populations through city streets can be met with fanfare and little resistance. Given these teachings, it is entirely reasonable to assume that some perpetrator group could view climate-degraded areas as opportunity zones for annihilatory practices. In the mind of a perpetrator, degraded areas are perfect for both escorting and kettling subtypes of DA crimes, though patterns of perpetration would have to shift depending on the annihilation plan.


Cultural Destruction

Cultural destruction will likely occur as a direct effect of climate change and as either an intentional act or a by-product of any future climate-related DA crimes. As sea levels rise, areas desertify, natural disasters become more frequent, and climatic conditions shift considerably, traditional patterns of life will be affected. Cultural sites that reside in areas that become degraded or destroyed by climate change will have to be saved or moved at great cost. For many sites with deep meaning, there may be no possibility to save or move them, and they will simply degrade and disappear in rising tides, flames, or erosions. This is, unfortunately, an unavoidable eventuality.

Climate-related DA crimes could inherently annihilate the cultural aspects of various groups, and campaigns of biological destruction—like DA crimes—inherently destroy culture. In all cases examined in this book, targeted populations were forcibly removed from their homes, severing their link with conceptions of home (not just home structures but discursive and communal constructions of “home”),34 and mostly all possessions important to displaced populations were taken from them. Only a few key possessions could be retained, and the reconstruction or reconstitution of shattered identities amid the backdrop of violence intended to annihilate was incredibly difficult. The same could be said for climate refugees, who will likely have to leave many of their possessions behind, notwithstanding the potential violent campaigns against these disempowered peoples, which could further erase their cultural possessions, practices, and beliefs. Cultural possessions could also be targeted in campaigns designed to erase, which justify violence over resource scarcity with ideological constructions of which populations can and cannot live on certain lands. Additionally, under the guise of necessity (to create room for or remove populations outright), culture can be erased. However, we are most human when we uphold not only our biological lives but what it means to live such lives—our belief systems and cultures. Unfortunately, given explorations of DA crimes, such ontological destructions may become part and parcel of violent campaigns.35




Climate Change as Accelerant

Climate change may create structural conditions for new inequalities and asymmetries to develop. Whether these new inequalities come to fruition is a matter subject to much debate. Realistically, there is a very good chance that climate change exacerbates existing inequalities and asymmetries and makes them much more profound. Social cleavages, economic inequalities, and so on may be made much worse by climate change, leading to not always new but worsened sociopolitical tensions. In this way, climate change is the proverbial full gas can thrown on the already-burning bonfire.

Ultimately, it is at least helpful to know how and why displacement has been used to commit atrocities in the past in order to prevent these crimes in an era of increasing levels of forced displacement, hypernationalism and nativism, and extreme politics. The possibilities for atrocities are present in every society in the world, and states that have espoused themselves as human rights leaders have been shown to be responsible for heinous crimes. If these states have not fully dedicated themselves to human rights, can it reasonably be stated that other states have? Annihilatory forced displacement is a fast and deadly solution to sociopolitical problems and can be implemented in many spaces around the world. Climate change in effect throws gasoline on the burning fires and opens new avenues for violence. The specter of displacement casts a dark shadow over the world at a moment when serious political crises are dividing individuals, groups, and peoples. Recognizing that DA crimes have occurred and that they can be stopped is central to stopping rights catastrophes in the twenty-first century and beyond.
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Praxis


Seeking Justice and Disrupting Pathways


Clearly, what was done cannot be undone. When perpetrators destroy populations gradually through DA crimes, they destroy the biological and cultural life forces of individuals and groups. Violence is designed to erase, and DA crimes shift that erasure away from homes and past lives into foreign spaces where many are forcibly marched to their ends for a variety of socially constructed and contingent reasons explored in this book. There are, however, unexplored problems associated with DA crimes. Three critical questions remain:

1.   What happened to targeted populations in the aftermaths of their exoduses?

2.   How can justice be sought for DA crimes?

3.   What do the understandings of DA crimes mean for scholarship?

Ultimately, these questions begin to chip away at the problem of what can be done about the scourge of annihilatory forced displacement.


Legacies of Injustice

The atrocities explored in this book happened. Populations were targeted for a myriad of socially constructed reasons, disempowered, and subjected to extraordinary violence. Real people were killed, lives were destroyed, autonomies and human rights were rejected, and pathologies of violence were imposed. The violent delights of perpetrators had profound effects for targeted populations when and where atrocities took place, and have had lasting, intersectional, and variegated impacts on survivors and their descendants. Long marches of annihilation have been followed by even longer marches to seek justice for what has been done.


Namibia

German hegemony over German South-West Africa (GSWA) ended on 28 June 1919 with the advent of the Treaty of Versailles. During the Great War (1914–1918), British troops from the Cape Colony fought German troops from GSWA regularly in high-pitched skirmishes. Interestingly, the current 50–280 Namib Desert horses—the only feral horses in Africa—are descendants of either (1) a German bombing raid on a Union of South Africa camp during the Great War whereby horses ran off into the desert, or (2) escapees from a destitute horse breeder.1 Beyond the current asymmetric land distributions in Namibia (where German Namibians own approximately 70 percent of all farmland),2 the Namib horses, towns like Kolmanskop, statues like those of Lothar von Trotha in Windhoek, and settler populations who still live in Namibia are stark reminders that while German colonial rule ended in 1919, the impacts of German colonialism are still readily visible (and lived).

Namibia’s post-German colonial rule under British and later South African administration from 1915 to 1960 was marked by continual tensions between the colonizers and the colonized.3 Bantustans were established, racial segregation was enforced, and the struggle for independence continued. The Herero have fought recognition and justice across generations. On 5 January 2017, Vekuii Rukoro—the paramount chief of the Herero people—sued Germany for reparations for the genocide in the Southern District Court of New York under the Alien Tort Statute.4 Rukoro v. Federal Republic of Germany held promise for multigenerational justice. However, the suit was dismissed on 11 March 2019 for a lack of “subject matter jurisdiction under the Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act.”5 While the dismissal was appealed, on 24 September 2020 the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit upheld the dismissal.6 In short, the case was dismissed due to the international legal principle of state immunity.7 The long march for justice continues for the Herero and the Nama. This justice is not only legal in nature, regarding reparations for the genocidal policies enacted against both groups, but historical as well. Both the Herero and the Nama should be recognized as victims and survivors of genocide, but the widespread acknowledgment of Germany’s colonial crimes is completely and utterly lacking.

In 2021, however, Germany officially recognized its genocide against the Herero and Nama and offered $1.2 billion (USD) in development aid over thirty years.8 While promising, this aid package barely begins to account for the damage done. Worse yet, those aid funds are not necessarily earmarked for the betterment of the Herero and Nama peoples. Rather, the money is to be provided to the Government of Namibia as a blanket attempt at restitution. In January 2023, Herero paramount chief Mutjinde Katjiua, Namibian opposition politician Bernadus Swartbooi, and ten additional representatives of the Herero sued the Government of Namibia, as the reparations agreement explicitly blocks the possibility for individual reparations to the Herero in favor of reparations to the Namibian state. Thus, according to the Herero, the aid package is in fundamental violation of a 2006 Namibian resolution that opened possibilities for individual reparations.9 As of 30 March 2023, the court had yet to render its decision. Yet again, the Herero are excluded from attempts at justice.

What the Herero and the Nama were subjected to requires substantive, thoughtful, and meaningful justice. At present, those horrific acts of violence remain forgotten colonial crimes and are not often incorporated into the standard academic canon in studies of political violence, human rights, and transitional justice. The plan to annihilate and erase the Herero in the sands of the desert in 1904 continues to be carried out due to the lack of scholarly, political, and social interest in these genocidal crimes. The crimes against these peoples have been overshadowed by other cases of atrocity, and this must come to an end. There must be fundamental legal and historical justice pursued for underexplored and underrepresented cases and peoples. Discourse about these crimes, and their use in developing theoretical and conceptual scholarship, is but one step to be taken.



Turkey, Armenia, Greece, and Syria

Modern Turkey is built on a foundation of ethnoreligious apartheid that contributed to the annihilation of Christian populations. Today’s homogeneous Turkey would not exist without the genocide from 1914 to 1925. Anatolia still boasts some Christian populations, but nowhere near levels of the past. Millions of Christian minorities were killed during the genocide, and many hundreds of thousands were able to escape to neighboring countries like Armenia, Greece, and Syria. With nearly eighty-five million citizens, most of whom are Turkish, the total demographic homogenization of Anatolia was completed as a result of genocidal displacement processes.

The Armenians have been fighting for over a hundred years for recognition from Turkey for the crimes that were committed in the early twentieth century. The Greeks and Assyrians have only recently joined this fight in a systematic manner, and the government of Turkey has consistently—and passionately—denied any allegations of genocide. These denials are well-documented and have been persistent fixtures of Turkey’s domestic and foreign policies.10 Domestically, truth-tellers like Hrant Dink have been killed for their eloquent demands that Turkey recognize its past.11 Others, like Turkish parliament member Garo Paylan, who is Armenian, continue the fight for domestic representation and recognition of wrongs.12 Turkey often uses genocide diplomacy to keep a tight lid on recognition. Most recently and infamously, then senator Barack Obama openly spoke of the Armenian genocide, only to completely fall silent once he became president of the United States for fear of upsetting Turkey, an important North Atlantic Treaty Organization member on the alliance’s eastern flank.13

Turkey also shamelessly uses modern propaganda to veil its past genocidal DA crimes against Christian minorities. In 2016 and 2017, respectively, dueling films were released: The Promise and The Ottoman Lieutenant.14 The former accurately depicts the rising anti-Christian sentiment in the empire before the Great War, the uses and horrors of the labor battalions, and the violence of the displacement caravans. The film does an exceptional job of depicting genocide in Anatolia, establishing who was responsible, and commenting on the intergenerational impacts of such genocidal policies. As a theatrical retort, Turkish investors funded the latter film, a smear piece of historical revisionism. In the latter film, Turks are depicted as the victims of ruthless Christian violence, Christians are portrayed as dangerous fifth columnists seeking the dissolution of a peaceful and tolerant empire, and any violence against Christian minorities is dismissed as the work of power-drunk brigands, not a matter of state policy. The films represent accuracy and distortion, respectively. This type of profound denialism has no end in sight.

For scholars examining the Ottoman genocide case, analyzing cohesive systems of atrocity implemented against Armenians, Greeks, and Assyrians together may yield important conclusions about multigroup targeting during genocidal processes.15 Within these analyses, we can better understand the times and spaces of violence, rendering important conclusions about perpetration patterns and varied perpetrator uses of violence. Such publications are beginning to appear, though more work in identifying the similarities and dissimilarities in violent patterns occurring at the same time must be conducted on the genocidal annihilation of Christians from Anatolia and other cases that involve multiple distinct victim groups.



Central and Eastern Europe

Much like Anatolia, the map of modern Europe would not have been made possible without the removal of minorities from across Central and Eastern Europe (CEE). The crimes against humanity and war crimes inflicted on German minorities from the Baltic to the Balkans to the Volga were born from the shadows of fascist domination, genocide, dismissive and deleterious local and Soviet demographic policies, systems of postwar deprivation, and desires for vengeance. These awesome forces combined to create institutionalized callous disregard for human lives amid the rubble of Europe. After years of hegemony by Germans over the European continent, there was little patience for constructing complex postwar political systems. This was not, however, simply a population transfer but rather a punitive forced displacement of millions of people who suffered greatly. It was an expulsion process designed to fulfill local desires for vengeance under the hegemony of Soviet indifference to human suffering.

The return of these expelled millions to CEE was not considered a viable option for the postwar planners, who had gone to great lengths to legitimize their fundamental violation of human rights. Ironically, expulsion processes occurred concurrently with the drafting of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. It was to be a tall order convincing the expelled that they were “forever exiled,” because they would forever look “homeward,” and some worried that expulsion could feed desires for new wars.16 However, in a 1947 meeting of Allied foreign ministers in Moscow, Secretary Marshall plainly stated, “Our problem is … to avoid unjustified economic upset and to minimize inescapable irredentist pressure in Germany.”17

Within a few years of the postwar order, West Germany absorbed ten million expellees, approximately 25 percent of its total population.18 It was agreed that the admission of expelled peoples would be the responsibility of German authorities, that all expellees “of German extraction” were to be granted “German nationality with full civil and political rights,” that the occupying powers would only provide assistance to Germany if it was “deemed essential,” and that political organization of the expellees would be prohibited.19 In effect, the Allies created the problem of expulsion and then attempted to deny any responsibility for creating and allowing horrific systems of deprivation, sexual violence, and murder—crimes against humanity—to take place. Moreover, they wanted to sweep what was for some clear criminal intent and for others criminal neglect away from the official histories of postwar reconstruction.

Anytime an atrocity is not remedied, the possibilities for its politicization are legion. Such was the case with the expulsion of the Germans, Holocaust denial, and latent Nazism. Expellee organizations, while important sociological tools for the reconstitution and preservation of lost identities attached to homeland, have sometimes been noted for their extreme far-right political programs.20 Expulsion was designed to erase Nazism, but all it did was drive it underground. It is therefore of paramount concern to address and study all atrocities and speak openly of harms done and lessons learned, so that those atrocities will not be repeated. Population transfers violate human rights and sow the seeds of disaffection; they are almost never successful endeavors.



Anthropocene

Considering how DA crimes have occurred in the past, the seemingly imperceptible daily changes to our climate mean that there are possibilities for future DA crimes. Although climate change is no longer avoidable, DA crimes can be preventable. If history has informed us of anything, it is that not only gaps in responsibilities to protect, lack of political will to intervene, and barriers to empathy but the outright rejection of action on behalf of another dominate the state of atrocity crime prevention and the pursuit of fundamental justice. It does not need to be this way.

Climate change will likely provide systematic exogenous shocks to an already unstable world. Lacking any real protections for all displaced persons currently, the future influx of potentially millions could lead to immense structural opportunities for extreme violence to take place. Born of criminal intent to destroy groups in whole or in part, to deport and deprive vital daily needs to populations, or out of systematic neglect, such violence could include methods like DA crimes. To seek future justice means to critically reflect on the opportunity structures that made DA crimes possible and permissible in the past. Climate change on its own will likely not contribute directly to DA crimes but will likely be a structural stressor that exacerbates existing sociopolitical cleavages, identity crises, and patterns that undermine the crusading humanitarian spirit. Said in another way, if we believe that there are problems in the world today, they will likely become much worse due to the stressors of climate change. Humanitarian systems already have grave difficulties in providing for the approximately 108.4 million displaced persons in the world. What will happen in the future if and when that number swells? It is here in international law that protections for all displaced persons must be bolstered to such a degree that DA crimes become an impossibility. Regimes may forcibly displace millions, but they should be saved by the humanitarian work of others, and the perpetrators should be held to account.




Displacement Atrocity Crimes and Transitional Justice

The powers and possibilities of international criminal law as a deterrent to crimes are wholly questionable. Laws against mass murder and exploitation have existed for decades—some even across three centuries—but violence continues to occur. International law may not be a deterrent, but it does, in fact, exist as a powerful remedy to violence. The only way to remedy injustice is through justice.

The prosecution of perpetrators is of paramount importance. Prosecution—successful or unsuccessful—generally helps create accountability regimes for violent decisions made and actions undertaken.21 Aside from discussions on deterrence, simply signaling to perpetrators that they could be held accountable is an act of fundamental justice. As explored in chapter 1, processes of DA crimes do not require an entirely new set of international criminal law. Rather, DA crimes fit within existing frameworks on genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes and can be viewed as a complementary concept to describe processes of violent annihilatory forced displacement. The constitutive mental (mens rea) and physical acts (actus reus) of DA crimes are already engrained in international criminal law as illegitimate and illegal.22 The understanding of violent forced displacement proposed in this book augments existing laws with specific understandings of how these constitutive acts can be used in various spaces and times. As such, there need not be a specific DA crime clause in the Rome Statute but a rereading of what ratified criminal acts can be used to prosecute perpetrators of DA crimes.23

Perpetrators of genocidal DA crimes can be prosecuted under multiple aspects of Article 6 of the Rome Statute. First, perpetrators of DA crimes clearly use direct killing to inflict damage on a group in order to bring about its destruction using indirect methods. Thus, paragraph (a), “killing members of the group,” matches well with this first step toward large-scale displacement operations.24 More systematic to encompass the bulk of DA crime processes, however, are paragraphs (b) and (c): “causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group” and “deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part.”25 Both of these paragraphs, particularly (c), capture the destructive processes associated with systematic deprivations designed to destroy populations accelerated by forced displacement operations—DA crimes—and are of critical importance to punishing DA crimes. Perpetrators create and impose conditions of life designed to annihilate, thus causing serious bodily and mental harm to targeted populations. In cases reviewed in this book, there was little evidence that perpetrators specifically intended to use DA crimes to prevent births within a group—paragraph (d)—though certainly the physical annihilation and bodily stressors DA crimes place on groups would prevent the biological reproduction of groups. At least in the Ottoman case, there were corollary plans to assimilate children from Christian to Turkish groups, thus fulfilling paragraph (e), though this criminal element is not ubiquitous to DA crimes overall. Thus, for genocidal DA crimes, perpetrators can be prosecuted using existing paragraphs (c), (b), and (a).26

Perpetrators of non-genocidal DA crimes can be prosecuted under Article 7 (crimes against humanity) and Article 8 (war crimes) of the Rome Statute. Under Article 7, there are numerous paragraphs of existing international laws that can capture the common plans of annihilation across different types of DA crimes. Most important for DA crimes is paragraph 1(b) on extermination, which “includes the intentional infliction of conditions of life, inter alia the deprivation of access to food and medicine, calculated to bring about the destruction of part of a population.”27 As demonstrated across space and time in this book, perpetrators of DA crimes deprive and displace to destroy. These perpetrators also fulfill paragraph 1(d), “deportation or forcible transfer of population,” defined as “forced displacement of the persons concerned by expulsion or other coercive acts from the area in which they are lawfully present, without grounds permitted under international law.”28 Both extermination and deportation are tied together logically and legally, as perpetrators of DA crimes create mutually reinforcing systems of extermination using deportation. Thus, perpetrators of annihilatory forced displacements should be punished using a fusion of both 1(b) and 1(d). Working in concert with extermination and deportation, perpetrators could also be indicted on charges with 1(g) persecution, defined as “the intentional and severe deprivation of fundamental rights contrary to international law by reason of the identity of the group of collectivity.”29 Taken together, these three form the backbone of how to integrate DA crimes into understandings of crimes against humanity, as persecution defines which groups were targeted and why, deportation is the process of annihilatory forced displacement, and extermination fully encapsulates the killing process from start to finish.

Finally, if DA crimes are perpetrated during times of recognized armed conflict (defined in common Articles 2 and 3 of the Geneva Convention on Civilians),30 then perpetrators may be indicted for war crimes under Article 8 of the Rome Statute. Importantly, the full suite of laws of armed conflict (LOAC) are applicable to conflicts of an international character (common Article 2) but not to conflicts of a non-international character (common Article 3). However, of eight grave breaches of the Geneva Conventions, defined in Article 8(2)(a) of the Rome Statute, three paragraphs apply. First, perpetrators of DA crimes engage in “wilful killing,” defined in Article 8(2)(a)(i), by creating systems of annihilation designed to kill populations outside a combat and military necessity.31 Directly tied to willful killing is Article 8(2)(a)(iii): “wilfully causing great suffering, or serious injury to body and health.”32 Both of these articles encapsulate the annihilatory outcomes of DA crimes but are bolstered by Article 8(2)(a)(vii): “unlawful deportation or transfer or unlawful confinement.”33 When legally prosecuted together under a common plan of annihilation, these three practices perfectly criminalize DA crime processes. Perpetrators can be shown to intend to willfully kill through serious injury to body and health via forcible and unlawful deportation.

Thus, DA crimes do not require new international laws to criminalize the mens rea and actus reus of annihilatory forced displacement. Rather, DA crimes as a concept can be integrated into existing international laws on genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes. DA crimes, then, provide a lens for understanding how to tie together various individual criminal acts into a prosecutable common plan of annihilation against targeted populations. Whether actors in international politics accept these understandings is another matter entirely, as de facto immunity of perpetrators hiding behind state sovereignty poses serious threats to prevention, halting, and punishing regimes for atrocity crimes.34

The pursuit of justice should always be as local as possible, with prosecutions ideally taking place in the same jurisdiction as the crimes themselves. This is clearly not always possible considering the state of sovereignty and politics among the nations in which we currently reside. The international criminal court (ICC) was never designed to be the sole site of justice for atrocity crimes in the world. While an important standard-setter, the ICC was designed to be a complementary institution to augment other legal apparatuses (e.g., domestic and regional courts).35 If and when these institutions fail to indict or prosecute individuals responsible for atrocity crimes, the ICC has a duty—though not always the political will among states—to seek justice for targeted populations. Thus, instead of viewing the ICC as the first site of justice, national and regional court apparatuses should be viewed as the primary sources of post-atrocity justice.

The Rome Statute has been ratified by 123 countries, and most of these countries have ratified the definitions of genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes in whole or in part in their domestic legal systems.36 Some, like Canada, have ratified only certain definitions of crimes to avoid legal responsibility for their own systems of atrocity.37 Many states have sections in their criminal legal systems to define atrocity crimes at least partially, and these systems do not require complete redefinition to incorporate DA crimes. Since DA crimes legally and conceptually fit within the Rome Statute, and since the ICC is an important standard-setter for state actors, DA crimes can be prosecuted as genocide, crimes against humanity, or war crimes in existing legal systems. If normal domestic courts cannot, for one reason or another, prosecute perpetrators of DA crimes, it is not without precedent for special court mechanisms to be established in domestic jurisdictions to deal with atrocity crimes.38 Ad hoc tribunals, special court mechanisms, and regional courts can similarly prosecute DA crimes using established legal frameworks on existing atrocity crimes.39

The arguments presented in this study, then, can be summarized neatly for the international legal professional: there is a clear, pressing need to focus on the actual processes of displacement, not only the causes of displacement and the conditions at the end of displacement. The process of displacement can be used as an annihilatory tool against targeted populations, and these violent programs can be defined within existing international laws on genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes. Demonstrating that perpetrators conspired to commit crimes and deprived populations of vital daily needs during intentional forced displacement operations is as simple and complex enough to create accountability mechanisms for DA crimes.

Sometimes, however, legal justice may not be possible. Perhaps members of a perpetrator regime still hold power, or legal justice is simply not feasible for a variety of political or institutional reasons. Moreover, perhaps what is most important to post-violence regimes is not the prosecution of perpetrators but the creation of undeniable truths about violent processes of the past. Truth commissions may not achieve legal justice, but they do achieve a fundamental justice of knowing the past. Sometimes the simple act of knowing what happened to whom, when, where, how, and why is enough justice to spur further acts of justice.40 The cases in this book have been generally underresearched, and the lack of scholarship devoted to the study of forced displacement processes made research on annihilatory displacement much more difficult to piece together. Ensuring the achievement of truths about the violent processes themselves is unsettling but important work to create holistic narratives about past persecution.

Lastly, there is a critical importance for the recognition of past atrocities, attempts to make amends, and clear guarantees that DA crimes will not be repeated. Without a clear guarantee that the crimes will not be repeated, the possibilities of the crimes manifesting again are evermore present. In addition, without this guarantee, regimes may intentionally or inadvertently signal that what was done was legitimate or does not matter in some sort of grand schema.41 At the bare minimum, apologizing for past atrocities offers a discursive sense of justice, which could lead to more substantive and tangible forms of justice in the future.42 In quick summary: achieving fundamental justice for targeted populations begins with understanding their pasts and supporting their own pursuits of justice as they define them.

The modern human rights movement is built on the foundation of protecting human dignity.43 At its core, dignity means the individual attainment of a “minimally good life,” to quote Brian Orend. Such a life is marked by “(1) personal security, (2) material subsistence, (3) elemental equality, (4) personal freedom, and (5) recognition as a member of the human community.”44 For staunch universal human rights defenders like Rhoda E. Howard-Hassmann and Jack Donnelly, universal and equal human rights were created as ever-expanding mechanisms to defend every person’s rightful claim on a life of dignity based on our common human needs as individuals.45 These fundamental truths about lives worth living—lives of dignity—are violated by perpetrators of DA crimes. Morally and legally, for every rights violation there must be a rights remedy. Thus, we have to seek justice because it must be done. It is as simple and as complicated as that.



Displacement Atrocity Crimes: Problems and Questions for Scholarship

There are six key insights this book offers atrocity scholarship, including (1) implications for displacement scholarship paradigms, (2) why annihilatory displacement is used, (3) the role of contingency in DA crime perpetration, (4) why different types of geographies can create boundary conditions on atrocity perpetration, (5) types of perpetrator organization for DA crimes, and (6) expanding understandings of DA crimes to violence inflicted against Indigenous peoples. First, while contemporary studies of displacement exhibit a strong paradigm focused on destinations of displaced persons, and security studies literature focuses on human security and state security implications of a world on the move, there are significant gaps in knowledge.46 In large part, what these literatures focus on represents what could be called a Point A and Point B paradigm. This paradigm focuses scholarship on the security implications of displaced persons, particularly emphasized in scholarship on foreign fighters sneaking into receiving countries with refugees. From the state perspective, displaced persons can be simultaneously viewed as a security threat and a humanitarian cause célèbre. The roots of why populations leave their home countries is often accentuated in scholarship on the mass migrations of populations from the MENA region to Europe via the Anatolian landmass and the Mediterranean Sea. What these studies undervalue, however, is that displacement is not only an event but a process. The act of movement needs further study, and this act has the possibility to become extraordinarily deadly in a future of climate-related changes.

Second, the DA concept and crime begin to fill a critical gap in understanding annihilatory displacement processes—why displacement is used to destroy populations in whole or in part. The process of displacement has been overlooked for too long as the primary subject matter of theoretical and empirical scholarship. Displacement should no longer be necessarily viewed as an isolated event before killing; rather, it should be viewed as a potential process of killing. Displacement can mean the transfer of targeted populations to annihilation centers, the flight from atrocity, and a process to homogenize regions demographically. Displacement can also be an atrocity process in itself. Displacement is a potent weapon used against targeted populations, as the act of movement itself takes extraordinary effort from the displaced populations. Perpetrators deliberately deprive populations of rest and vital daily needs to annihilate them quickly.

Third, the role of contingency in DA crimes cannot be overstated. While structural opportunities for perpetrators to commit DA crimes have been explored, this does not mean that perpetrators are deterministically forced into making the decision to commit DA crimes over other atrocity methods. The use of displacement is contingent on the decisions of the perpetrators, who may simply select different forms of displacement based on strategic realities (e.g., the presence of warfare) or learned processes of annihilation. This raises important questions about atrocity studies as a field. While there has been much empirical/historical work on diverse cases of atrocity and theorizing on genocide as a phenomenon, and individual subtypes of atrocity at the conceptual level (including this book), there has been little work undertaken that attempts to draw clear causal lines to different types of atrocity. Despite genocide studies as a field existing since the 1970s, and Holocaust studies existing briefly before then, there still exists an important question: Why do perpetrators select one type of atrocity method over others? This could partly be blamed on the young age of genocide studies and the continued identification of subtypes of atrocity, but perhaps we are beginning to reach a critical mass of diverse concepts that will allow us to finally tackle this question. The creation of new concepts will challenge these understandings of causal pathways and contingent decisions, but it is important to engage in concept creation and refinement so that atrocities can be better predicted in the future. DA crimes help this process by filling a conceptual need for a theoretical understanding of forced displacement as atrocity.

Fourth, why perpetrators use linear distance or area squared is an important distinction that requires further empirical study. More to the point, the key question now is why some geographies are made violent while others are not. There are some conclusions that can be reached after the examinations of DA crimes in this book. The most important finding is that the type of forced displacement is largely determined by the type of geography perpetrators control. A simple and logical explanation of the use of land is based on whether a given political geography is long from one point to another (use of linear distance) or whether it is squat/thick and more suited to kettling crimes (area squared). The presence of towns and cities can be barriers to DA crime implementation, as these places may offer refuge or sites of resistance. Therefore, a main initial tactic of DA crimes is to displace populations away from these centers. Because of this, the presence of towns or cities can also determine where the displaced are marched. If there is a large territory (area squared) but there are several cities or towns, linear displacement routes avoiding the settlements may be the best sort of perpetration tactic. On the other hand, if there is a linear country with larger territories with few residents, then kettling crimes may be preferential to perpetrators.

Fifth, DA crimes can take place almost anywhere across great variances. Across all cases in this book, there were different spatial, temporal, momentary structural, organizational, social, and leadership factors that aided in the perpetration of DA crimes. There is an inherent flexibility in how DA crimes can be perpetrated, and this study may carry potentially wide-ranging implications for understanding how perpetrators choose to organize themselves to implement atrocity processes. Without question, perpetrators can choose to create vast bureaucracies of annihilation for the coordination of DA crimes, like in the Ottoman case, but these are not necessary. In other DA crime cases, particularly the Herero genocide and the death march period of the Holocaust, DA crimes were implemented with very little organizational involvement as last-best or last-resort atrocity practices. Using fits and spurts of annihilatory displacement practices, perpetrators can succeed in inflicting incredibly destructive processes against vast swaths of social collectivities even if they cannot eliminate entire groups. These perpetration methods can be state governed or non-state governed, as the expulsion of the Germans perfectly illustrates. Considering the relatively low organizational costs of DA crimes, it is entirely conceivable that atrocity perpetration on a microscale (i.e., small groups of perpetrators acting on their own and outside a broader structure) could potentially march members of a community to their demise.47 Significantly more theorizing needs to be placed on this microscale implementation of DA crime methods to understand how contextual uses of DA crimes can occur at specific moments. This could be an avenue for much future research.48

Sixth, there needs to be a critical reexamination of displacement and atrocity processes inflicted on Indigenous nations in colonial contexts. Diverse processes of violence demand further attention in light of the findings of this study. In the United States, Canada, and Mexico alone, Indigenous nations have had displacement, deportation, and removal perpetrated against them across space and time. Many processes were tied together by unified plans, including “Indian Removal” perpetrated against scores of Indigenous nations in the United States, “clearing the plains,” or using disease and starvation to forcibly reserve Indigenous nations in Canada; and forced conversion at the mission system in Mexico (now the State of California), followed by genocide associated with the California Gold Rush.49 Other processes appear idiosyncratic to specific Indigenous nations but are unified by the inherent logic of elimination tied to settler colonialism.50 Such processes include the forced removal of hundreds of members of the Seneca Nation for the construction of the Kinzua Dam near Warren, Pennsylvania, in 1965; the cumulative genocidal processes of removal in the name of civilization against the Ahiarmiut in Canada’s Arctic region from the late 1940s to the late 1950s; and the enslavement of Indigenous peoples as seen in early and sustained colonial systems like the encomienda in Mexico by the Spanish colonists.51 Displacement was also used to transfer Indigenous children to genocidal boarding schools in both the United States and Canada.52

Whether these processes of atrocity were ethnic cleansing, domicide, or DA crimes needs significantly more scholarly attention.53 This attention should yield not only immense theoretical innovations in the fields of Indigenous studies, atrocity studies, and human rights but transitional justice as well. The DA crime theory is readily applicable to diverse arrays of atrocity processes inflicted against Indigenous nations and colonized peoples all over the world. Moreover, precise understandings of violent processes can lead to better understandings of what types of justice mechanisms should be deployed to end cycles of violence and implement patterns of respecting rights in colonial settings.54 Processes of dispossession and forced displacement of Indigenous nations need to be understood so that justice can be made possible through a foundational recognition of wrongs and harms done. Once again, significantly more scholarship needs to conceptualize and categorize the various forms of displacement inflicted against Indigenous nations to provide a semblance of justice to victims and survivors and assist in the recognition of wrongs for better futures.



Concluding Remarks

So why, then, do perpetrators use forced displacement to destroy targeted populations? Perpetrators view the unique fusion of forced displacement and systematic deprivation of vital daily needs as expedient solutions to their constructed demographic problems. They use DA crimes out of necessity or to hide their crimes away from prying eyes and to establish strong hegemonies of violence over targeted populations who are destroyed gradually yet swiftly. The guise of displacement offers perpetrators a thin veil of deniability as they attempt to obfuscate their actions. Perpetrators of DA crimes exploit environmental factors and geographies to implement systems of annihilatory forced displacement. In this way, displacement is the primary aspect of atrocity processes, which has for too long been overlooked by scholars, legal specialists, and activists who have typically framed displacement as a secondary or tertiary element to atrocities. Thus, DA crimes have been hidden by past paradigms of understanding mass violence. The flexibility of this atrocity method is startling, as DA crimes can be perpetrated in deserts, along rural roads, or through densely populated areas. The DA crime method is truly one of the most potent killing systems ever devised, and these crimes have taken place on every major inhabited continent, have been perpetrated across vast differences in space and time, and can absolutely recur in the future. DA crimes are always illegitimate and criminal, are always possible, and should always be prevented, stopped, and punished. Thus, there are three key knowledge mobilization takeaways from this book:

1.   Displacement can be used as a primary method of annihilation and requires further study.

2.   Annihilatory forced displacement can occur across vast differences in space and time.

3.   Understandings of DA crimes are congruent with and augment existing conceptual and legal atrocity frameworks.

During writing, the stories of annihilation and survival caused me to critically reflect on our world, where old and new hatreds seem to rise to the surface every day, and the number of displaced persons never seems to decrease. It is imperative to know what political actions are legitimate and illegitimate, which populations require protection, and how we can stop the awful scourge of atrocities. There is no reason to assume that DA crimes will not occur in the future. Though the world appears to be getting smaller, with social media and the instantaneous spreading of news, knowing about problems is demonstrably wholly insufficient to stop them. In fact, even recognizing wrongs and sympathizing and empathizing with others may not be enough to cause change.55 As always, there are many reasons to be pessimistic about the state of humanitarian efforts, the creation and sustaining of accountability and justice regimes, and the human rights of displaced persons.

Despite this, there is a power in knowing about the methods of annihilatory forced displacement, not only for the historical justice of shining a spotlight on the overlooked violence of the past but to learn from it in order to create a better world in the future. At a fundamental level, knowing the warning signs of specific forms of atrocity positions us to make the choice to stop flagrant human rights violations. Whether we decide to help those targeted for violence, to see beyond ourselves and value others, is a question all of us must reflect on in a world on the move. To that end, I hope this study has offered some useful insights into the phenomenon of annihilatory forced displacement that can help to chip away at one of the world’s problems.
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