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PREFACE

his book was inspired by a conference called “Genocide and Colo-

nialism” that I hosted at the University of Sydney in July 2003. The
conference was, as far as [ can determine, the first held on this topic.
Eight of the chapters published here first saw the light of day on that
occasion, while two of the papers from the conference were published
elsewhere: Michael Rothberg, “The Work of Testimony in the Age of
Decolonization: Chronicle of a Summer, Cinema Verité, and the Emer-
gence of the Holocaust Survivor,” PMLA 119, no. § (2004): 1231-46;
and Norbert Finzsch, ““It is Scarcely Possible to Believe that Human Be-
ings could be so Hideous and Loathsome” Discourses of Genocide in
Eighteenth- and Nineteenth-century America and Australia,” Patterns
of Prejudice 39, no. 2 (2005): 97-116 (reprinted in A. Dirk Moses and
Dan Stone, eds., Colonialism and Genocide [London: Routledge, 2007]).
I commissioned the balance of the chapters in order to cover as much of
the globe as possible.

Even with nineteen chapters, of course, the book only scratches the
surface of world history. No claim to comprehensiveness is made. Empire,
Colony, Genocide presents case studies of genocide in colonial and impe-
rial contexts in order to stimulate an underrepresented research agenda in
the field of genocide studies. To date, the field has been dominated by social
scientists who, understandably enough, rely on secondary literature and
focus on the twentieth century. The authors in this book are overwhelm-
ingly historians of the early modern and modern periods with detailed
knowledge of the archival sources in their area of research. By embedding
their empirical expertise in the transnational approach of comparative co-
lonialism and genocide studies, as well as uncovering the colonial roots of
the genocide concept itself, they are trying to operationalize Raphael Lem-
kin’s original but ignored insight that genocides are intrinsically colonial
and that they long precede the twentieth century. The history of genocide
is the history of human society since antiquity.
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\
Although most of the cases studied here cover Europez}n extllfznllll;t;is\’svll;l]
non-Europeans, it is not the intention of the‘b(.)ok to Ffve,eriqlism o,
that genocide is a function of European colonialism and ;l\nll 1i"m Roman,
Lemkin himself was interested in many cases, SlICl.l as.the thei |‘1is’ BN
Mongol, and Ottoman empires. Vi?/e hol[()ieI to revive interest in
rram and humanitarian view of wor history. ) )
proBN() book like this can be produced without the help of frclienlds’l-clsll'-
leagues, and institutions. The Humanities Researgh Centfe m; Ut ?\e/ersit ,
bert and Valmae Freilich Foundation at the Australian Nationa ) ni hic-]}[
sponsored and largely financed the conference. The Sch()o.l of I.)hl ()?(;Pdn;
and Historical Inquiry and the Faculty of Arts at the University o Yl ’eg
also chipped in. Ann Curthoys and John Docker at the ANU encouragf d
me along the way, gave papers at the conference, and wrote chapters fc

this book. My colleagues in the Department of History were most SUPP.O”{
ive, particularly Robert Aldrich, Alison Bashford, Stephen Garton, anc
Richard Waterhouse,

L completed some of the
Fellow at the Cenger for Ad
Holocaust Memori
sistance durip
while on te
whose gr

work for this project as a Charles H- Revson
vanced Holocaust Studies at the United S'ra'tes
al Museum, and I am grateful to its staff for tvhelr' JS;
g my months in Washington, DC. The book was .hnallzcec
aching relief funded by the Australian Research Council (AR1 )
ant on genocide and colonialism allowed me to C()nduct. l)roa_( ér
research on thig topic. Every Australian academic who has been given time
to research and write thanks to ARC teaching relief is a model of productfv-
ity and gratitude, | am also indebted to Omer Bartov, the editor of the series
in which this book appears, and to the publisher Marion Berghahn for sup-
porting the project and consenting to late changes and endless delays with

v - > ¢ )
grace and good humor, Unfortunately, T cannot name the colleagues whe
acted as anonymous referees, but

their erudition and professionalism needs
to be acknowledged. My thanks are extended to Marianne Ehrhardt for
preparing the index, and to Patrick Wolfe for advice on various matters.
Musteting so many authors and shepherding them towards completion
more or less according to plan was no easy task—for them or myself. I thank
those who joined the project late in the day for their forbearance in the face
of my unremitting strictures regarding form and content, as well, above all,
the early contributors who

waited patiently for years for the book to appear.
[ hope they, and readers ge

nerally, think that the wait was worthwhile.
These chapters have been anonymously peer reviewed.

ADM, Sydney, November 2007.

- Section I -

INTELLECTUAL HISTORY AND
CONCEPTUAL QQUESTIONS




— Chapter 1 -

EMPIRE, COLONY, GENOCIDE
Keywords and the Philosophy of History

A. Dirk Moses

If we demonstrate by our behavior that we consider the native popu-
lation merely as an obstacle to be circumvented or smashed, if by
our rule we bring them not well-being and enlightenment but de-
struction, then the only issue between the two races will be that of
life and death. Sooner or later Algeria will become the bloody arena
for a mortal combat between these two peoples with mercy neither
offered nor accepted. In such a struggle, one or the other would have
to dic. May God forbid that this be our destiny.

—Alexis de Tocqueville!

Thus we constantly approach the South American Indian with both
the attitude of the scientific researcher, trying to be objective, and
the consciousness of being part of a civilization that has committed
a kind of unpardonable sin—in my opinion the greatest sin cver
committed in the history of humanity, which is to have destroyed or
attempted to destroy half of the richness of humankind.

—Claude Levi-Strauss?

Introduction

mpire,” “colony,” and “genocide” are keywords particularly laden

with controversial connotations. Few are the societies that were not
once part of empires, whether its core or periphery. Few are the societ-
ies that are not the product of a colonization process, whether haphazard
or planned. Many are the genocides that have marked imperial conquest
through the ages. What is more, the first two of these terms are generally
viewed through the lens of their nineteenth and twentieth century relatives,
imperialism and colonialism, words of implicit opprobrium because they
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connote E(llntopelan d‘(z;gllnatflo{l of'the non-European world. Imperialism
was coined in t 1ec;m e of the nineteenth century to criticize ambitions
fqr Siommatxon and expansion. A century fater, to accuse a country of colo-
nialism was to condemn it for enslaving and exploiting another.3
These keywords imply an interpretation of world history—indeed, hu-
! b
man history tout court—shared by both proponents and critics of this Fu-
ropean hegemony. Thus F. A. Kirkpatrick of Cambridge University referred
«“ 1onizati0n” '1nd “Cm : » « L I y rres
o “co ar pire” rather than “colonialism” or “imperial
ism” when he told his audience in 1906: “Down to the fifteenth century (;ur
ancestors were confined to this little Europe, and knew nothing of empt
or hal_f—erppt)’ countries inviting their occupation beyond the seas Modgrz
Folonllzatlon and empire means the spread of Europe over the world Writ-
mg]a mo.sl: tw;nty years earlier, the future US president Theodore Roos
eve tlattr”l Ll;t(;kthe expansion of civilization solely to the “English-speaking
pleopAes. Unlike the Spanish colonists who intermarried with Indigeneg i
med mfﬁrlxcas,‘Anglophone settlers had retained the conquering prowem
j\nmerr?s;a purxy of their Germanic ancestors: “The average Englishm >
- n - M M
America ,lolr ustralian of today who wishes to recall the feats of po
i l1c 1kns race should be credited in the shadowy dawn of its hist
dac i i i
e dz;eds < Cto Fll}e half-mythical glories of Hengist and Horsa, perh
bt B 1Vll is the Batavnan, or to those of the hero of the Teuto
e frencl ssvelt also distinguished the English Teuton from the Spanish
2 ; h . . . . <
A Y the nature of his ruthless nation building. “The English |
rminated or assimilated the Celts of Britai b
beared o mila ¢ Celts of Britain, and they substantia]]
ated the process with the Indians of America.”s The cause of e O
suaged the conscience Writing b I e
ol . g between the world wars, the Englis] 1d;
ector, and archaeologist G i Sens aper
that whep » < : g 5t George Henry Lane-Fox Pitt-Rivers advised
sentiments | l}lpefnor race” overwhelmed an inferior race, “humanitariy
are| often irrelevant and fo i asonabl
r the most part qu
-+ . there should b berion race oy ooonable
€ no reason for members of a s i
’ ould a superior race to
gradual extinction inferi i et the
of an inferior race if only the f i
o : . a y the future enrichment 4
elfzjre' (_)f the world is considered.” and
o ritical ol)s':ervers shared such
1zation, but without the celebr

an,
wer
ory,
aps to
burger

frank recognition about the price of civi-

ation. The French ant} logi
Bt : anthropologist Georgeg
dier noted somberly in 1951: “One of the most striking events in %he

recent history of mankind is the expansion throughout the entire world of
most European peoples. It has brought about the subjugation and, in s ¥
instances, the disappearance of virtually every people re mrded’ 10me
ward, archaic, or primitive.”’ ¥ e back
“Fra.ntz Fanon, the Martinican psychiatrist who wrote influential books
on “third world” liberation, essentially concurred, turning Hegel upside
down: “The West saw itself as a spiritual adventure. It is in the name of
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the spirit, in the name of the spirit of Europe, that Europe has made her
encroachments, that she has justified her crimes and legitimized the slavery
in which she holds four-fifths of humanity.”® Although they were writing
soon after the United Nations passed the “Convention on the Punishment
and Prevention of Genocide” in 1948, Balandier and Fanon did not use
this neologism, invented during World War II by Raphael Lemkin (1900-
1959), to describe the fate of “people regarded as backward, archaic, or
primitive.” Nonetheless, the link between human catastrophes and the
metanarrative of human progress was clearly in the minds of Europeans
and non-European intellectuals at this time.

What precisely this link was and is has bitterly divided debate on the
three keywords of this book because the moral legitimacy of Western
civilization is at stake, as well, by implication, as the legitimacy of anti-
colonial struggles of national liberation, especially in light of the anti-im-
perial rhetoric of postcolonial dictators. Contributors to the debate pose
a number of conflicting questions. Was the expansion of the West—that,
is, European colonialism and imperialism since the late fifteenth cen-
tury—inherently genocidal and generally criminal?® Or were non-Euro-
pean societies so nasty and brutish that they screamed out for the milk of
European civilizational uplift?'® And did not genocide and totalitarianism
really inhere less in European empires than in their negation, the anti-im-
perial, anti-Western “liberation movements,” of Islamism, Pan-Arabism,
the “third world socialism” of the Khmer Rouge and Afrocommunism,
even National Socialism?"!

If these terms seem improbably stark, anachronistic, even crude, con-
sider discussions in the first decade of the twentieth-first century by suppos-
edly subtle intellects. Benny Morris, the Israeli historian whose assiduous
archival work helped dispel myths about the “Birth of the Palestinian Refu-
gee Problem” in 1948, nonetheless defended ethnic cleansing and genocide
as integral to the formation of (some) nation states and march of human
progress. “Even the great American democracy could not have been created
without the annihilation of the Indians,” he told an interviewer in 2004.
“There are cases in which the overall, final good justifies harsh and cruel
acts that are committed in the course of history.”’2 Also weary of leftist an-
ticolonialism, antiracism, and anti-Zionism, the French philosopher Alain
Finkielkraut sought to trump the victim narratives of the non-European
colonized with his own:

I was born in Paris, but 'm the son of Polish immigrants. My father was de-
ported from France. His parents were deported and murdered in Auschwitz. My
father returned from Auschwitz to France. This country deserves our hatred:
What it did to my parents was much more violent than what it did to Africans.
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What did it do to Africans? It did only good. It pur my father in hell for five
years. . . . I think that the lofty idea of “the war on racism” is gradually turning
into a hideously false ideology. And this anti-racism will be for the 21st ccntur;"
what communism was for the 20th century. A source of violence. Today :
arc attacked in the name of anti-racist discourse: the separation fence ’
is racism.”"? '

Jews
“Zionism

What these stances show is that, in the wake of the so-called “w

» ' M M
ror” after 11 S?pte'mber 2001 in particular, the debate about empire, col-
ony, and genocide is marked by a phallic logic. Commentators shout
b

trauma is bigger than yours” in order to defend or att
the brutal extermination and disappear

redeemed by human progress in the for
system of nation-states,'™

Instead of indulging in speculation about the philosophy of hj
scholars can offer their readers more than these simplistic polariz y
asking middle-range questions that are amenable to empirical s
The f(?l]OWillg are apposite: What did the founder of “genocide
L.emkm, have to say about the links between empires, colonies, and ¢
c1des?. What can one say more generally about their inrerrelatio:xshipﬁi{m‘
how is the Holocaust linked to them? Posing these questions all();;v‘ hd
to p(‘)nd'er whether colonial wars of conquest and counterinsurgenc s us
qualltfqtlvely different to genocides in Europe. Indeed, whether “c ]y a‘re
genocide” or “indigenocide” should be a subcategory of analysis ;) ol
from genocide proper.'s Or whether colonial logics inhere in al] o N lS\FmCt
Must the.state be the perpetrator in cases where settlers killé(i ii?(v)udes.
pgople wﬂwut official authority? Conversely, can indigenous peo llgen()uS
mit genocide against the settler colonizer? And, finally, is an }c ) b com-
or pattern discernible in the relations between our thrf’ze k . (-nSlStC
phenomena so complex and riddled with contradicti CYWOI‘dS wnd in

ntradictions as empires, i,

their bewilderi i i
f ll.ew1ldermg array of governing modes and varying types of enlisrye
Of subject peoples in their projects?!? et

' fIn answering these questions, histori
pitfall inherent in genocide studies.” Bec
ceived as a legal concept

ar on ter-

“my
ack the theodicy that
ance of peoples over the centuries ig
m of the Western-dominated global

Nstory,
atons by
crutiny,!s
studieg »

ney

ans would do well to consider g

tes.™ Because genocide was originally con-
7 ) and crime in international law, the tempt
p , ”» :

great to “catch a crook” rather than “write a book.”!

emotional satisfaction of identifying and excori
a symbolic blow for surviving victim communities, writing as a hangi

]udge brings with it the danger of oversimplifying the historicaltre ora b
casting each genocidal conjuncture as a tidily organized dram
victims, wicked perpetrators, and craven bystanders.?> The complexities
of er.n}.)ire, such as the tensions between indirect rule and authoritarian
administration, resource exploitation and economic modernization, settler

ation i
If the moral and
ating the evil-doers strikes

cord by
a of passive

S
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foundations and cultural adaptation cannot be reduced to the single ques-
tion: was there a genocide? There are as many ways of studying these phe-
nomena as there are instances of colonies and empires.*'

At the same time, neither ought the cultural and physical destruction
that attended the foundation of colonies and expansion of empires be played
down by conservatives in the name of Western self-congratulation and Ed-
wardian nostalgia, or ignored by the unintentionally quietist, postcolonial
fascination with the construction of identities and intricate networks of
cultural circulation.?? Notwithstanding the different political intentions
between these two positions, they share a desire to disrupt the binaries of
colonizer/colonized, dominator/dominated, and center/periphery in order
to view empires and colonies in less rigid terms. Together, they see

colonialism as often being a source of creativity and experiment, and while cer-
tainly not being without pain, colonial encounters cause the dissolution of values
on all sides, creating new ways of doing things in a material and social sense. A
stress on creativity takes us away from notions such as fatal impact, domination
and resistance or core and periphery, emphasizing that colonial cultures were
created by all who participated in them, so that all had agency and social effect,
with colonizer and colonized alike being radically changed by the experience.”

This is a view of colonization and empire that does not really admit the
possibility of genocide. But need the historiography be a zero-sum game?
Investing agency in the colonized does not mean empire needs to be seen
as a symmetrically structured opportunity for cultural exchange. Remain-
ing faithful to the complexity and contingency of the past need not entail
abandoning the search for patterns or logics. It means that the object of
inquiry is the sum total of economic, social, and political relations between
people in a colonial situation; the various bids for power and the resis-
tances to them; the processes of escalation brought on by real, contrived,
or perceived security crises; the success of the colonial state in “pacifying”
and either absorbing or expunging the “native”; the conscription of parts
of indigenous society in such projects; as well, equally, as the failure of
metropoles to realize their ambitions. The right note has been sounded by
Donald Bloxham, who observed in relation to the Armenian genocide that
“it may be said categorically that the killing did constitute genocide . . .
but recognizing this fact should be a ‘by-product’ of the historian’s work,
not its ultimate aim or underpinning.”?* Genocide is to be explained as
the outcome of complex processes rather than ascribable solely to the evil
intentions of wicked men. It is the job of historians to trace how highly
structured relationships between geopolitics and states, states and subal-
tern groups, elites and their bureaucracies become incarnated in and are
themselves affected by the agency of individuals in particular situations.?
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Raphael Lemkin, the Polish-Jewish lawyer who coined the term
genocide in 1944 and campaigned for its criminalization in interna-
tional law, wrestled with the dilemma of judging the past.2$ Historians,
he thought, were in thrall to the Rankean fascination with interstate
relations at the expense of “the role of the human group and its tribula-
tions.”*” “Maybe ... historians are somewhat guilty because they are
used to present history in most cases from the point of view of wars for
territorial expansion, of royal marriages, but they did not stress enough
the death of civilizations as a result of genocide.”?* It was time to regard
history in terms of human group survival, he thought, because “the f; ht

against the destruction of the human group has a more profound mogrql
significance than the fight between states.”?’ Lemkin’s intention to re()r"
ent historical study was therefore explicitly activist: historic N
edge was to serve consciousness-raising in the present. Consequcntly tl
study of genocide was to be scientific, and he drew on the SChOlarshi, lef
his day to develop his concept and write his analyses. For that reaé)oﬁ
b

any analysis of colony, empire, and genocide should commen i .
body of ideas. ’ e with his

al know]-

Lemkin, Genocide, and Empire

Demonstrating that genocide had been a recurring feature of hum
tory was at the heart of Lemkin’s public campaign to outlaw
international law in the late 1940s and 1950s. Before his de
he had almost completed a book on genocide in world hist
fgrtunately, publishers were uninterested in his manuscrip
his })ook manuscript, he also wrote about genocide in the press. Here ;
typical statement from his publications at the time of his cam ";i y e.rs o
destruction of Ca rthage, the destruction of the Albigenses andp\‘X/{;ll:j. Lhe
the .Cr_usades, the march of the Teutonic Knights, the destructi;n elflses’
Qhrlstlans under the Ottoman Empire, the massacres of the Herero(i) ;\hfe
rica, t.he e)'(termination of the Armenians, the slaughter of the Chrirslt‘- A
Assyrlan.s in Iraq in 1933, the destruction of the Maronites the pogr o
of Jews in Tsarist Russia and Romania—all these are clas;ical refl’ O}RS
cases.”“.Many of these cases occurred in colonial and imperial cgjom(;Cl :
or were instances of colonization as with the “Teutonic Knights andﬁs,
Prussian Pagans” in the thirteenth century where “partial physical a 16{
total cultural genocide” occurred.? In fact, most of his case studie; fr(;:
the Eurasian land mass were taken from continental empires: the Rom'u;
Empire, the Mongols, the Ottoman Empire, Charlemagne and the spre;d
of German peoples eastwards since the Middle Ages.?? |

an hjs.-
genocide in
ath in 1959
Ol'y but, u“:
€% Apart from,
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Extra-European colonial cases also featured prominently in this pro-
jected global history of genocide. In “Parc I1I: Modern Times,” he wrote
the following numbered chapters: (1) Genocide by the Germans against
the Native Africans; (3) Belgian Congo; (11) Hereros; (13) Hottentots; (16)
Genocide against the American Indians; (25) Latin America; (26) Geno-
cide against the Aztecs; (27) Yucatan; (28) Genocide against the Incas; (29)
Genocide against the Maoris of New Zealand; (38) Tasmanians; (40) S.W.
Africa; and finally, (41) Natives of Australia.*® And he thought carefully
about the modalities of genocide in situations where the Europeans were
usually outnumbered by the indigenous inhabitants. “It must be clarified
here that subjected groups may be a majority controlled by a powerful
minority as in the case in colonial societies. If the majority cannot be ab-
sorbed by the ruling minority and is considered a threat to the minority’s
power, genocide is sometimes the result (i.e., the American Indian).”%

But Lemkin did not just write about genocide in colonial contexts;
he defined the concept as intrinsically colonial. On the first page of the
relevant chapter in his book, Axis Rule in Occupied Europe, he wrote:
“Genocide has two phases: one, destruction of the national pattern of the
oppressed group: the other, the imposition of the national pattern of the
oppressor. This imposition, in turn, may be made upon the oppressed pop-
ulation which is allowed to remain, or upon the territory alone, after re-
moval of the population and the colonization of the area by the oppressor’s
own nationals.”3¢

While Lemkin’s linking of genocide and colonialism may surprise those
who think that his neologism was modeled after the Holocaust of European
Jewry, an investigation of his intellectual development reveals that the con-
cept is the culmination of a long tradition of European legal and political
critique of colonization and empire.’” Indeed, the new discipline of “geno-
cide studies” is a continuation of the long-standing European debate about
the morality and legality of occupying and dominating other peoples. As
Andrew Fitzmaurice shows in this volume, European theologians, philoso-
phers, and lawyers have been debating the morality of occupation since the
Spanish conquest of the Americas in the sixteenth century. These Spanish
intellectuals—in particular by Bartolomé de Las Casas and Francesco de
Vitoria-—based their case on natural law that invested rights in Indigenous
peoples. Hugo Grotius, Samuel Pufendorf, Emeric de Vattel, and Christian
Wolff continued this line of critique. It was incarnated in different ways in
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries by humanitarians who assailed the
mistreatment of “native peoples” by colonial authorities and settlers.”®

Twentieth-century jurists who defended indigenous rights, like Charles
Solomon and Gaston Jeéze, studied Vitoria carefully in making out their
views. So did Lemkin, who likely knew Jéze in the 1920s. But Las Casas
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was his hero: his “name has lived on through the centuries as one of the
most admirable and courageous crusaders for humanity the world has ever
known.”?” Lemkin explicitly appropriated Las Casas’ viewpoint in his
study of the “Spanish Colonial Genocide.” He called his book on the Nazi
empire Axis Rule in Occupied Europe in order to place it in the tradition
of criticizing brutal conquests. Genocide for Lemkin, then, was a special
form of foreign conquest and occupation. It was necessarily imperial and
colonial in nature. In particular, genocide aimed to permanently tip the
demographic balance in favor of the occupier. In relation to the Nazj case
he wrote that “in this respect genocide is a new technique of occupatim;
aimed at winning the peace even though the war itself is lost.”# Any doubt
that the roots of the genocide concept lie in the five-hundred-year tradi
tion of natural law-based critique of imperialism rather than in Lemkin:;

reaction to the Armenian genocide or Holocaust can be dispelled by p;
own words: y s

The. history of genocide provides examples of the awakening of huma
feclings which gradually have been crystalized in formulae of internationa] |
The awa!(ening of the world conscience is traced to the times when the v o
community took an affirmative stand to protect human groups from extinc:')rld
Bartolomé de las Casas, Vitoria, and humanitarian interventions, are gl| 1‘10n,
in one chain leading to the proclamation of genocide as an internation ks
by the United Nations.*

nitarian

al crime

Anticolonialism and Anti-imperialism?

A.lthough himself a liberal, Lemkin did not share the affirmation of

pire by liberals like Alexis de Tocqueville, who passionately endo -
violent French conquest of Algeria.*> Lemkin was shocked by th rs?'d the
record of subaltern suffering at the hands of occupiers, just as il
like Jean-Paul Sartre was incensed by the French re ,' | i thonliberal
town of Setif and tl o : prisals in the Algerign

ot Setit and the bombing and shelling of Muslim civiliang

that k'xlled perhaps many thousands of Arabs in 1945 episodes t}?earby
Al'germn government now regards as genocidal.” Indeéd Lemkin ?t the
with Sl.lCh postliberal anti-imperialists a vision of a non’coercive li ared
group interaction. If Aimé Césaire famously denounced colonialisum[an
cause it did not enable an authentic blending of “different worlds r’f}“ )]e—
and_ Lemkin doubtless would have affirmed what the historian R;ch- u;
Wh'lte calls the “middle ground”: spaces in which peoples traded and e
gotiated with one another in mutually created forms of accomm;dqtir:)e_
that were not reducible to the simple binary relationships of domin;tiog
and subordination.* Drawing on Bronislaw Malinowski’s theory og cul-
tural change, Lemkin favored what he called “cultural diffusion” via in-
tercultural exchange. It comprised
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gradual changes occur[ing] by means of the continuous and slow adaptation of
the culture to new situations. The new situations arise from physical changes,
creative energies within the culture and the impact of outside influences. With-
out them the culture becomes static; if they appear but are not met with adapta-
tion of the whole culture pattern, the culture becomes less integrated. In either
case, it becomes weaker and may disintegrate entirely when exposed to strong
outside influences. The rise and fall of civilizations have been explained on this
general basis,

But whereas Césaire thought that “no one colonizes innocently,” Lem-
kin, like Las Casas, did not oppose colonization or empire per se.*” Empires,
humanely governed, contributed to human progress through “diffusion,”
he implied. Like Malinowski, Lemkin thought that cultural change was
induced by exogenous influences, as weaker societies adopt the institutions
of more efficient ones or become absorbed by them because they better
fulfill basic needs. “Diffusion is gradual and relatively spontaneous,” Lem-
kin wrote, “although it may lead to the eventual disintegration of a weak
culture.”*® He would not have opposed the Phoenician colonization of the
western Mediterranean, where a “coming to terms with and utilization of
the indigenous population” and fruitful cultural interaction resulted in their
assimilation within two generations.* An empire that promoted diffusion
governed by “indirect rule,” Malinowski argued, because it supposedly en-
abled the autonomous indigenous acquisition of European institutions.*
Lemkin agreed with this assessment, as we will see below.

What is more, Lemkin possessed a liberal faith in international law that
he regarded as the central civilizational instrument to combat genocide. For
genocide, in his view, was a reversion to barbaric times when no laws of war
existed to protect civilians. Since Western imperialism, however brutal at
times, had spread this international law, Lemkin did not share the outright
anti-imperialism of leftist intellectuals like Sartre and Fanon, for whom all
empires, at least capitalist ones, entailed the exploitation and degradation
of the indigenous people.s! As we have seen, Fanon had no truck with such
liberal self-narrations of moral or ethical progress, which he regarded as
inevitably taking place at the expense of non-Europeans.

Genocide and Culture

Lemkin was disturbed by occupations like German colonial rule in Africa
that ultimately culminated in genocide in German Southwest Africa and
German East Africa between 1904 and 1907. “In the German colonies no
attempt was made to respect native tribal customs or to invest the chiefs
with their former dignity and authority. The chiefs were deprived of their
privileges and the only authority permitted them was that delegated to them
by the German officials, such authority being solely used for the purpose
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of recruiting forced labour. If the chiefs failed to cooperate in everything
demanded of them, they were systematically ill-treated, flogged and im-
prisoned, even for the most trivial offenses.”* This quotation gives us clues
to Lemkin’s conception of genocide. He was more concerned with the loss
of culture than the loss of life. In his correspondence with the Nuremberg
prosecutors, he urged them to amend the indictment of the Nazi leaders to
include genocide. He wrote,

It appears in light of this evidence that the term genocide is a correct one since
thc_ c!cfcndams aimed to destroy, cripple, or degrade entire nations, raciai and
rgllglous groups. The terms mass-murder or mass-extermination in the | v[;t of
hitherto produced evidence seems to be inadequate since they do not convi ' the
racial and national motivation of the crime. [M]ass-murder or cxtcrminatki ' |K
not convey the elements of selection and do not indicate the losses in tcrml~( N
culture represented by the nation’s victims. If all the 125 000 Islanders w'l? l()f
killed off, this would mean a disappearance not only of 125 000 humn\n I\ l,' >
b'ut also a disappearance of the Islandic culture with its old languagc il:sl}igx
tions, national aspirations and all contributions which the Islandic nati,ox ot
or is able to make to mankind in the future.® ' ade

' Why was culture so central to Lemkin’s conception of genocide> Dr,
ing on the functionalist anthropology of Sir James Frazer and Malinowdrf\
he argued that culture, which he called “derived needs” or “culeur o
peratives,” was as constitutive for human group life as individua] hve:
cal well-being (i.e., basic needs). Culture integrated society and o b ysi-
the fl‘!ﬁlllllellt of individual basic needs. These “so-called derived :Mbled
Lem}un wrote, “are just as necessary to their existence as the by }eeds,."
0_10g1§e11 needs.” He elaborated this point thus: “These needs ﬁ;ldlL Physi.
ston in social institutions or, to use an anthropological term, the C‘Xpres-
et'h.os. If the culture of a group is violently undermined, tlme’gr;ul'lmre
disintegrates and its members must either become absorbed in orllp e
tures yvhi_ch is a wasteful and painful process or succumb to pers():ejrl Cl-]l‘
organization and, perhaps, physical destruction.” For these rea . ~dls-
concluded, “the destruction of culrural symbols is genocide.” IOSZL‘SQEL
y

H : “. . .
tl_lelr func.tmn menaces the existence of the social group which exists |
virtue of its common culture.”’s Sy

b
al im.

Herewith, we come to the thorny issue of “cultural genocide,” an is-
sue central to the study of colonialism because it so often involved,pr‘o' o
of indigenous assimilation. Lemkin has been fundamentally misunders::)((:)tj
by scholars of genocide who contend that he did not support the concept of
cultural genocide. In fact, he wanted cultural genocide included in the 1948
convention. Referring to the Secretariat’s draft convention of 1947 that in-
cluded a section on cultural genocide, he wrote that “Cultural Genocide is
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the most important part of the Convention.”¢ He only reluctantly acceded to

its eventual exclusion on tactical grounds.’” Even so, it is difficult to obtain a
clear answer about his own definition of the term from his many statements
on the topic. Was forced religious conversion genocidal? At times, he sug-
gested it was: for instance, in the actions of Spanish priests in the Americas.**
At others, he denied it: “cultural genocide need not involve the substitution
of new culture traits (such as forced conversion), but may maliciously under-
mine the victim group to render its members more defenseless in the face of
physical destruction.” In Axis Rule, he suggested that terms like “denation-
alization” or “Germanization”—the imposition of the conqueror’s “national
pattern” on the conquered people—were unsatisfactory because “they treat
mainly the cultural, economic, and social aspects of genocide, leaving out
the biological aspects, such as causing the physical decline and even destruc-
tion of the population involved.”® Was he hopelessly confused?

Closer inspection of his writings reveals that, true to his concept of
group life, he did not consider cultural destruction in isolation from at-
tacks on the physical and biological elements of a group. In the cases of
genocide he studied, attacks on culture were inextricably interwoven with
a broader assault encompassing the totality of group existence: “Physical
and biological genocide are always preceeded by cultural genocide or by an
attack on the symbols of the group or by violent interference with religious
or cultural activities. In order to deal effectively with the crime of Genocide
one must intervene at the very inception of the crime.”®! Nazi mass murder,
too, could not be separated from their attack on culture. “Side by side with
the extermination of ‘undesirables’ went a systematic looting of artworks,
books, the closing of universities and other places of learning, the destruc-
tion of national monuments.”%?

We can encapsulate Lemkin’s position on genocide by regarding it
as a “total social practice” that affected all aspects of group life.®> Cer-
tainly, it could not be reduced to mass killing, as it is so often in popular
consciousness and even genocide studies. “Like all social phenomena,” he
wrote, “it represents a complex synthesis of a diversity of factors.”®* It was,
therefore, “an organic concept of multiple influences and consequences.”®
As a total social practice, genocide comprised various techniques of group
destruction. In Axis Rule, he outlined eight techniques used by the Nazis.
They warrant listing in full because they illustrate his holistic conception of
genocide, and demonstrate that mass killing was only one of a number of
methods of group destruction. They are discussed here briefly in the order
given by Lemkin.

Political techniques refer to the cessation of self-government and local
rule, and their replacement by that of the occupier. “Every reminder of
former national character was obliterated.”
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Social techniques entail attacking the intelligentsia, “because this group
largely provides the national leadership and organizes resistance against
Nazification.” The point of such attacks is to “weaken the national, spiri-
tual resources.”

Cultural techniques ban the use of native language in education
inculcate youth with propaganda.

Economic techniques shift economic resources from the occupied to the
occupier. Peoples the Germans regarded as of “related blood,” like those of
Luxembourg and Alsace-Lorraine, were given incentives to recognize this
kinship. There were also disincentives: “If they do not take

this ‘opportunity’ their properties are taken from them
who are eager to promote Germanism.”

Biological techniques decrease the birth rate of occupied. “Thus in
corporated Poland marriages between Poles are forbidden withous o
permission of the Governor (Reichsstatthalter) of the district; the |4
a matter of principle, does not permit marriages between Poles.”

Physical techniques mean the rationing of food, endangering of he
and mass killing in order to accomplish the “physical debilitation and
annihilation of national groups in occupied countries.”

Religious techniques try to disrupt the national and religious inflye

of the occupied people. In Luxembourg, the method entailed enrolliyg rllc_es
dren in “pro-Nazi youth organizations” so as to loosen the grip of R%)C nil-
Catholic culture. Alternatively, in Poland, where no such assimilatj man
possible, the Germans conducted “the systematic pillage and de(StOIl Was
of church property and persecution of the clergy,” in order to “d " Ction
religious leadership of the Polish nation.” eStroy the

\ Moral techniques are policies “to weaken the spiritual resjst
¢ . v e .

e “mal vty of the nonp oo o €S iveri
i gaoneal enc y of the g ‘p from “mora and nat'xon.al' thinking” ¢,
instincts. The aim is that “the desire for cheap individual p]

b? substituted for the desire for collective feelings and ideals basedpleasu N
higher morality.” Lemkin mentioned the encouragement of porrg :p,on :
and alcoholism in Poland as an example. "8raphy
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Genocide, Assimilation, and Indigenous Surviyal

The congruence of these techniques with those of many inst
pean colonial rule is striking. Food rationing, forced conversion, incy]

tion of the new ruling culture, marriage and reproduction restric;ions :11;
gequestration of economic resources, and introduction of European acidic—
tions have visited terrible cultural and physical devastation on indigenous
peoples. London critics of British settlers listed abuses that largely repli-
cate Lemkin’s techniques of genocide. The Report of the Select Committee

ances of Euro-
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on Aborigines (British Settlements) in 1837 complained that “Too often,
their [Aborigines’] territory has been usurped; their property seized; their
numbers diminished; their character debased; the spread of religion im-
peded. European vices and diseases have been introduced amongst them,
and they have been familiarized with the use of our most potent instru-
ments for the subtle or the violent destruction of human life, viz. Brandy
and gunpowder.”¢’

Not for nothing do the perceptions of indigenous people about their
experiences accord with Lemkin’s phenomenology of genocide. Consider
this summary by an Australian indigenous leader.

While the 1788 invasion was unjust, the real injustice was the denial by [Gov-
ernor] Phillip and subsequent governments of our right to participate cqually in
the future of a land we had managed successfully for millenniums [sic]. Instead,
the land was stolen, not shared. Our political sovereignty was replaced by a
virulent form of serfdom; our spiritual beliefs denied and ridiculed; our system
of education undermined. We were no longer able to inculcate our young with
the complex knowledge that is acquired from intimate engagement with the
land and its waterways. The introduction of superior weapons, alien diseases, a
policy of racism and enforced biogenetic practices created dispossession, a cycle
of slavery and attempted destruction of our society. The 1997 report Bringing
Them Home highlighted the infringement of the UN definition on genocide and
called for a national apology and compensation of those Aborigines who had
suffered under laws that destroyed indigenous societies and sanctioned biogene-
tic modification of the Aboriginal people.®

One of the issues raised by the Bringing Them Home report was
whether forcible assimilation was tantamount to cultural genocide.”’
Lemkin’s statements above and his unpublished studies on colonial behav-
ior, especially his aversion to forced religious conversion, suggest that he
equated the two. But he was also a pragmatist. In order to ensure that
cultural genocide survived the objections to its inclusion in the various UN
committees in 1947, he suggested that it be limited to “acts which are dis-
approved or incriminated [sic] by all national, penal courts such as arson,
burning of books, destruction of churches and schools” rather than legal
administrative measures, i.e., forcible assimilation by lawful means.” In
other words, he limited cultural genocide to “acts of violence which are
qualified as criminal by most of the criminal codes.””" Legal assimilation
was not cultural genocide, then, a conclusion that advantaged states which
sought to assimilate their indigenous populations and other minorities af-
ter World War II. Lemkin’s residual faith in Western civilization as the
source of international humanitarian law may also have encouraged this
narrower reading of cultural genocide. But in the end, even this restriction
of cultural genocide’s meaning was unsatisfactory for most UN delegates,
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who understood the Secretariat’s draft convention as equating the closing
of libraries with mass murder. Cultural genocide was eventually dropped
from the final version of the convention.”?

Lemkin’s equivocation on forcible assimilation may be linked to his
unwitting participation in the discourse on indigenous extinction common
in the cultural evolutionism of anthropology since the nineteenth century.”’
In keeping with this view, he tended to regard the encounter between E.u-
ropean and Indigene as grossly asymmetric, thereby playing down both
indigenous agency and the often-tenuous European grip on power
ticularly in the initial stages of colonization. In German Southwest A’frP:
for instance, he did not see that the German governor was initially relj
on local chiefs. In fact, such reliance was most likely the norm becl
collaboration with indigenous elites made imperial rule both Cl’le
efficient. In such cases, the imperial overlords cooperated with the

rather than trying to Europeanize local culture, although it goes t
describe these dynamics as “empire by invitation.”” In fact, ind
often disrupted indigenous polities as well by promoting chiefly
at the expense of other social actors or by fetishizing ethnic d
(“tribes”), which programmed these societies for genocidal conflict £
decolonization, as in the case of Rwanda.” Nor did Lemkin appr:_ter
that the Herero survived the German genocide of 1904/05 becauge a Flate
scholar put it, he “just saw the Herero as helpless victims whose fflz > one
sealed for all time.”” € Was
Such pessimism about the “disappearing savage” and “f
qf Western colonization conveniently left the Europeans in
tion of the land, and worked against the interests of indig
who survived genocidal assaults and later made claims for recogniti
recompense. Recent research contests the myth of the “disq imt‘l()n and
age” by arguing that indigenous peoples creatively adapted topg o B sav-
stances. The Natick Indians, contrary to the well-known asseri?v -
Tocqueville that Indian society dissolved upon contact with th:ns of de
successfully maintained an Indian dimension to the land. A lite] SCttlers,
century after first contact, in 1767, 82 percent of them had marriede ver a
the community, and they sold property as individuals.”” outside
Lemkin’s blindness to the question of survival and adapratio
root?d in his particular concept of culture. Despite his anthropolz szlsl;
reading, he seems to have equated national culture with high culture (%lca
sider how he regarded the matter in this quotation: o
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All our cultural heritage is a product of the contribution of all nations. We can
bcst understand this when we realize how impoverished our culture would be
if the people doomed by Germany such as the Jews had not been permitted to
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create the Bible or give birth to an Einstein, a Spinoza; if the Poles had not had
the opportunity to give the world a Copernicus, a Chopin, a Curie; the Greeks
a Plato and a Socrates, the English a Shakespeare, the Russians a Tolstoy and
a Shostakovich, the Americans an Emerson and a Jefferson, the Frenchmen a
Renan and a Rodin.”*

In this statement, the value of culture inhered in its elites who made contri-
butions valuable for humanity as a whole. Recall that the social technique
of genocide usually targeted cultural bearers, such as the intelligentsia and
priestly class. Genocide could occur when they were exterminated, and
when libraries, houses of religious worship, and other elite institutions of
cultural transmission were destroyed, even if the mass of the population
survived and continued some hybrid popular culture. Here is what Lemkin
wrote about the Maya in twentieth-century Mexico centuries after their
ravaging at the hands of the Spanish: “While the condition of the Indians
has been improving since then, under a more progressive Mexican admin-
istration, their lot is still hard and their cultural beritage has been irrevo-
cably lost. One million Indians still speak Maya dialect today. They still
till the land as their forefathers had done but they have lost their civilized
habits, their remarkable skills and knowledge long ago.”” Clearly, this
view is untenable today. Only white perceptions that “real” Indians must
be “pure” prevented Europeans seeing that “Indianness” was retained even
while Indians adapted their culture and intermarried with others. Lemkin
does not seem to have considered the possibility that genocide could be
attempted, that much destruction could take place, and that cultural diffu-
sion occurred nonetheless.

The Question of Intention

Even if genocide cannot be reduced to mass killing, the conservative case
against the colonial essence of genocide is that Lemkin, in Axis Rule, men-
tions a “coordinated plan of different actions” that attacks groups “with the
aim of annihilating” them.*® Indeed, what kind of plan can be discerned in
processes so haphazard and uncoordinated as imperial and colonial expan-
sion, particularly on frontiers that extended beyond the reach of the state?
Yet in his writings on colonial cases, Lemkin never spoke of a plan, but he
did try to identify the “intent” of the colonists. With regard to the Span-
ish conquest of the Americas, he wrote that their intent was, in the case of
“the empire of Peru,” to “take possession of it as their lawful territory and
to convert the Peruvians to the true faith.”®! The officially announced will
of the Spanish Crown manifested an intention, such as the proclamation
to the Maya about the Spanish right to their country: “If you do not [‘rec-
ognize the Church and his Majesty the king as your rulers’], we will war
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on you, take your wives and children away, dispose of your property and
harm you as much as we can ‘as to vassals who will not obey and refuse to
receive their lord.””* The reading of the Spanish sovereignty proclamation,
whether natives were present or understood it, Lemkin observed, “seemed
quite sufficient, in the eyes of the Spaniards, to produce obedience
tify genocide.”® Lemkin did not take this claim on face value, regarding
such announcements as “a mere fiction” because the preemptive massacres
committed by Cortes were obviously “intended.”®* Elsewhere he wrote th
the “motivation” of the Spanish in killing “rebellious Indians” was the «
righteous attitude towards the Indians as Spanish property.”#s
The Spanish assumption of sovereignty was ultimately a pretext to kill
a posture inherited by subsequent English thinkers such as John Locke ll ;
wrote that rebellious natives had “declared war against al mankind, W o
therefore may be destroyed as a lion or tiger, one of those wild savage [, and
with whom men can have no society or security. And upon this jg gro oeasts
that great law of Nature, “Whoso sheddeth man’s blood by map Slyull;de-d
blood be shed.” Also Cain was so fully convinced that every one had .d .hls
to destroy such a criminal, that, after the murder of his brother, he cr{; nghe
‘Every one that findeth me shall slay me,’ so plain was it writ in the heqs out,
all mankind.”*¢ Lemkin was effectively arguing that occupations and‘srts of
ments conducted on terms that neither recognized indigenous rﬂightettle‘
engaged in subsequent negotiations were bound to issue in genocide | > lor
resistance and its brutal suppression was inevitable.®” The Nazis to fCause
this pattern for Lemkin. He thought that Hitler regarded the Ruési' 0, fitteq
san warfare as but a pretext to “eradicate everyone who opposes | dl,l,,}:arti‘
Lemkin held individuals responsible for acts of genocide lsr
found various Spanish leaders in the Americas guilty of gcn()ci.{ hus he
Individual settlers could be guilty of genocidal acts as well, e (,
were not authorized by the state. Lemkin never stipulated t,h o
was solely a crime of state, and the UN convention concurre
Indi_viduals as well as state officials as potential perpetr
t!le illusion that genocide is tantamount to the Holoc
sider the following by an Australian historian:
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The wild times, which ended around 1850, spelt tragedy for Aborigin
Howlevcr, it was not a story of genocide, as is often claimed at le
cording to the formal meaning of the word—that s, of ofﬁ,ci
premeditated killing. Intentional killing was carried out by settl
and local level, however, leading to perhaps hundreds of deaths. Other deatlys
came from impulse and rage over property losses felt by possessive and f(\hlt o
men. But there was never an official policy of killing Aborigines fndc ~L
British Government that held power during the era such )
vainly tried to end it.”?
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In fact, this /s a story of genocide because of the intentional killing of hun-
dreds of Aborigines. No “official policy” is necessary for genocide to occur
according to Lemkin’s definition. An unofficial one is sufficient.

Lemkin also considered the issue of what might be called “unintended
consequences.” Discussing Nazi concentration and labor camps that were
not death factories per se but that experienced very high rates of mortality,
he postulated that genocidal intent could be inferred where mass death was
not explicitly intended but where it was highly probable and reasonably
foreseeable. “This is the phenomenon of wasting somebody else’s life on a
mass scale. This wanton relationship to human life was a natural result of
the basic concept of genocide.” The camp director was guilty because he
“does not object in his mind and agrees with the eventuality of such de-
struction. In the criminal law of civil law countries such an intent is called
‘dolus eventualis.””’"

This legal doctrine presents an interesting question for scholars of
genocide and colonialism, because there is abundant evidence that Europe-
ans were well aware of the devastation that their colonization wrought on
indigenous populations. Robert Brown noted in 1873, for instance, that to
save them one would need to keep “away from them ... for where one is
benefited and ameliorated by civilization a thousand are ruined . . . result-
ing sooner or later in . . . utter extinction.”** To be sure, Europeans usually

ascribed the inevitability of extinction to the supposed weakness of the
“native” peoples, and they were well aware of the fatal factors: violence,
disease, and fertility decline. But they were also confident that the value of
their own civilization was sufficiently great to justify the destruction of the
indigenous ones, howsoever caused.” President Andrew Jackson’s annual
address in 1830 exhibited this belief very clearly:

Humanity has often wept over the fate of the aborigines of this country, and
Philanthropy has been long busily employed in devising means to avert it, but its
progress has never for a moment been arrested, and one by one many powerful
tribes disappeared from the carth. To follow to the tomb the last of his race and
to tread on the graves of extinct nations excite melancholy reflections. But true
philanthropy reconciles the mind ro these vicissitudes as it does the extinction
of one generation to make room for another.*

Whether Lemkin would ascribe a genocidal intention in these terms
to settler colonialism in particular is probably impossible to say, but it is
an important question to consider in light of recent jurisprudence in in-
ternational law.”> In the case of Radislav Krstic in 2001, the International
Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia held the accused not guilty
of genocide because he had not been directly involved in the massacre of
seven thousand Bosnian men and boys at Srebrenica. But his knowledge of
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the genocidal intention of his comrades and their use of his troops was suf-
ficient to convict him for participating in their “joint criminal enterprise,”
that is, the secondary offence of aiding and abetting genocide.® The tribu-
nal’s use of the law of conspiracy, complicity, and incitement means that
international jurisprudence is catching up with social scientists who real-
ized long ago that narrow, black-letter interpretations of the convention’s
stipulations regarding genocidal intention cannot do justice to the messy
reality in which such intentions evolve. For all that, the tribun
tions also help students of genocide and colonialism differenti
intention in collective projects like colonialism.
Whether colonialism is a joint criminal enterprise is not a question th
is scientifically answerable. Who is to judge? Lemkin was caught on ¢
horns of a dilemma. The (modern) empires he scrutinized for committj
genocide were also those that spread civilization by the sword as welj
plough. Arguing that measures like forced assimilation, for instance, v
only genocidal if considered illegal by civilized nations begs the que,sfere
because civilized nations were the states who engaged in sucly force ion,
similation. The subaltern answer to the implicit theodicy has beep giv
Césaire: “They talk to me about progress, about ‘achievements ’
cured, improved standards of living. I am talking about societies dr
their essences, cultures trampled underfoot, institutions undermin
confiscated, religions smashed, magnificent artistic creations desty
traordinary possibilities wiped out.”?’
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Nazi Imperialism and Colonialism

If Lemkin viewed colonies and empires as the heart of genocide, did
Flude Nazism and the Holocaust? In some respects, yes; in othe ,
is how he linked the issues in an unpublished draft manuscript:

he 1n-
IS, no. Thig

The Nazi plan of Genocide was related to many peoples, races
and it is only, because Hitler succeeded in wiping out 6 millj
became known predominantly as a Jewish case.

‘ As a matter of fact, Hitler wanted to commit G. against the §]
in order to colonize the East, and to extend the German Empire u
mts. Thereupon after the completion of the successful war he wou]
to the West and to subtract from the French people the 20 milli
he promised in his conversation with Rauschning. Thus the German Eppyn;
would have reached from the Ural Mts. to the Atlantic Ocean. Nazi G :mplrc
embarked upon a gigantic plan to colonize Europe, and since tlmrc‘argtxf(l)]mny
spaces local populations had to be removed in order to make room for Germans
Nazi Germany did not have a fleet to protect overseas possessions. More(‘)vér‘
Germany had never good experiences in the past with overseas colonization. It
was thus much simpler to colonize the European continent. .
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Hitler’s plan covered the Poles, the Serbs, the Russians, the Frenchmen. . ..
The main purpose of the Nazis was a commission of a G. against nations in
order to get hold of their territory for colonisation purposes. This was the case
of the Poles, and the Russians and the Ukrainians.”

It is evident that Lemkin did not think that genocide was restricted to
the Jewish case. The Nazi empire and its colonization plans were central to
its genocidal policies. At the same time, he distinguished the treatment of
Europeans Jews and Roma from that of Slavs and colonization.

The case against the Jews and the Gypsics was not based upon colonisatery [séc]
but upon racial considerations. . .. The case against the Jews and Gypsies was
of a purely racial rather than emotional political nature. The race theory served
the purpose of consolidating internally the German people. The Germans had
to be shown that they are racially valuable Nordics. Their favorable racial clas-
sifications could be understood better by comparing them with those who were
called and classified as vermin of the earth—the Jews and the Gypsies.”

Given this distinction—if we cannot explain the Holocaust of European
Jewry and genocide of the Roma in colonial terms—do we reach a concep-
tual limit in the linking of colony, empire, and genocide? To answer this
question, we need to consider these keywords more generally.

Empire, Imperialism, Colony, Colonization, Colonialism

The vocabulary of our subject comes from the Roman Empire. The histo-
rian Sallust is apparently the first to refer to the Roman state as Imperitm
in the first century BCE. Settlements of soldiers on territory it conquered
were called colonia. As noted already, empire and colonization have been
associated with global European domination. With characteristic Eurocen-
trism, F. A. Kirkpatrick wrote a century ago that “the story of empire, of
dominion over rich and populous cultures, apart from any considerable
European emigration, deals chiefly with the commercial and political con-
quest of India and other Asiatic lands by Europeans; the study of coloniza-
tion deals mainly with the migration of Europeans into the New World.”!?
This view may also suit anti-Orientalists for whom Europe is the root of
all evil, but the fact is that empires of one type or another have dominated
the political organization of humanity for thousands of years:'”' from the
Nuba in North Africa, Assyrians in the Middle East, Manchus in China,
and Zulus in Africa, to the tribute systems of Mesoamerica, Mongols of
Central Asia, Mughals in India, Safavids in Iran, and multinational land
empires of the Ottomans, Habsburgs, and Romanovs, not to mention the
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“blue water” modern empires of Great Britain, France, Belgium, and Ger-
many. Not that Western empires wanted to admit they had acquired terri-
tory by violent conquest. That is what rivals did.!?

Can we conceptually clarify terms so laden with ideological and his-
torical baggage? Are they irredeemably contaminated with political conno-
tations? Careful differentiation is necessary. There is consensus that empire
means the domination of one society by another, usually backed by military
force. Imperialism is a process and set of policies to acquire such domina-
tion whether by annexation or through less formal means.'? The imperi;l
relationship to colonies has historical precedents. Empires customari] en-
gaged in settlement and resettlement, colonizing frontier regions with i,o 1
subjects. Russian monarchs, for example, encouraged Germans to Sety?

in the Lower Volga in the eighteenth century because their serfs were -
mobile. By 1914, 1.7 million ethnic Germans lived in east-centra -
vulnerable to Russian paranoia about their loyalties in the looming
with Germany.'** Nonetheless, settlement does not necessarily imply& war
nization. The German settlements were not colonies of imperial Gerncl()lo_
Neither were the early Phoenician settlement colonies in this sense any.
English Puritans in North America, because they were autonomoyg m, nor
tions rather than outposts of a metropolitan center. 'Bra~
Agreement breaks down when colonialism is added to the mix, |
does it relate to the other keywords? If Edward Said thought “impel:i I‘OW
was the theory, colonialism the practice of changing the uselesg] a.lsm
cupied territories of the world into useful new versions of the ES] Hnoc.
metropolitan society,” others simply equated the two."% Another y; obean
sees the relationship reversed: “Imperialism is a special cage of eWPO_mt
ism where there are colonies tied together into one political str colonia.
Still another group of scholars distinguish colonialism from im eU<_2tu‘re,” o
insisting that the former entails colonization—the permanent E,-r,lall.s
settlers to new territories—whereas the latter does not.1? '8ration of
The problem with these articulations of the relationshij
terms is that they omit consideration of colonial rule. Empire .
without colonization or colonialism. Thus Ottoman rule iy E can exist
colonial because of the large measure of local self-administr o as not
) : ation and al-
sence of permanent settlers. India was not an English colony for i
reasons. In practice, the sovereignty of empires was not as absolute o
posed by theories of empire.! Colonialism, by contrast, is speciﬁacsfsuph
of rule, and as a process supplements colonization. It means the occu a?.rm
of societies on terms that robs them of their “historical line of der\)zel(l)on
ment” and that transforms them “according to the needs and interests g}
the colonial rulers.”"” Colonial rule can radically alter the structure of
even dismember, an indigenous society. ’
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The distinction between colonization and colonialism is apparent in the
difference between two related concepts, internal colonization and internal
colonialism. The former is the settlement of peoples, usually in frontier
areas, loyal to the metropole to ensure security and encourage economic
development of semi- or unoccupied land within a national or imperial ter-
ritory. The resettlement of Muslim Slavs from former Ottoman territory in
the Balkans to the core territories of the empire in the leadup to the First
World War, as described by Donald Bloxham in this volume, represents
a version of internal colonization."® By contrast, the concept of internal
colonialism, which originated with Lenin, first meant the Russian metro-
pole’s economic exploitation of the periphery, that is, of the country by the
towns. The sociologist Alvin Gouldner thought that Stalinism embodied
this capitalist economic formation in a socialist context: “Here, internal
colonialism refers to the use of the state power by one section of society (the
Control Center) to impose unfavorable rates of exchange on another part
of the same society (e.g., the Subordinate Remotes), each being ecologically
differentiated from the other. The control center governs by using the state
to impose unequal exchange. . . . Where these routine mechanisms fail, the
control center uses force and violence against the remote subordinates.”"!
In the 1970s in particular, Marxist scholars employed the concept of inter-
nal colonialism to explain the underdevelopment of certain geographical
regions. Drawing on Immanuel Wallerstein’s distinction between core and
periphery, they were interested in mapping the congruence between cul-
tural and economic divisions of labor.!*?

The turn to cultural history in subsequent decades has seen scholars
focus on other dimensions of internal colonialism. It is said to represent the
“civilizing project” advanced by the center and its dominant ethnicity over
other peoples in remote areas, which contrasts with the usual combination
of military conquest and cultural pluralism of the Mesoamerican empires,
for instance."?® Nation building in France in the nineteenth century could
be seen under this aspect."* Recent research in Chinese history has com-
bined this new approach with a focus on biopolitics, namely the efforts
of the state to categorize and map the social class, gender, ethnicity, and
nationality of a region in order to better govern peoples and establish bor-
ders—indeed, to constitute the nascent nation in the first place.'

The nature of colonial rule is significant because governance and cul-
tural autonomy are central to the question of genocide. In light of Lemkin’s
elaborate techniques of genocide, the proposition can be ventured that the
greater the intensity of colonial rule, the greater the likelihood that it is
genocidal. As Dominik Schaller shows in this volume, German colonial-
ism in Africa is of particular interest to scholars precisely because its rela-
tive lateness meant that the state was intimately involved in creating highly
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authoritarian and racially segregated societies. German immigrants ruled
over deracinated Africans whose political, cultural, and economic indepen-
dence had been smashed in order to transform them into a helot class of
workers for German agriculture.!''
Lemkin himself identified this kind of direct rule as genocidal. Buc
what about other modalities of colonialism? As might be expected, the
demographic question is uppermost in the minds of indigenous leaders, and
intellectuals. In 1978, Aimé Césaire condemned the French encouragement
of emigration to the West Indies as “genocide through substitutioy »117 The
fact is that disease most likely accounted for the vast majority of indigenous
deaths as much as immigration issued in the growth of European pg
lations around the world. One historian likened this astonishing pf p]l.‘—
tion substitution to a “demographic takeover.” This phenomenon ()Cclpu d—i
in colonies—North America, South America, Australia, and New ;re(
land—that were less densely populated than Asia and Africa, ang | ea-
diseases threatened locals rather than the colonists.""® Even if this Where
tion decimation was not solely attributable to “natural causes” (ind‘i)i)pma—
populations were most vulnerable to disease when they were experiben(')us
dislocation due to colonization and colonial rule), itis hard to make tlf‘}cm »
that disease was deliberately spread in most cases.'”” Unf()rtunately LL :
kin hardly reflected on the question of disease in colonial situutions,llnem\
These societies of “demographic takeover” did not just stcceed l,' “
of passive population substitution, however. Well before state-led fﬁaiust\
tific” colonialism, settlers and pastoralists managed to destroy ing; SCien-
societies by other less systematic means. “The destruction of Benous
societies, and their succession by relatively prosperous settler s n‘(,)'“‘adie
Donald Denoon observed, “has occurred in temperate North A OCletieg »
well as temperate South America, in Siberia as well m

H »12} . . as AUStmlia
ern Africa.”'¥ Here was a continuation of the transform

early modern period, of pastoral societies displacing nomadic ¢
Eurasian continent. Denoon holds this displacement to be inevimll(:lS ()S»the
coexistence of commercial farming and nomadism was imposs(iblfi I'he
where in the long run.” Arguing along similar lines, Patrick W l;\every‘
that settlers” interest in the land rather than labor of the nom o olds
that a logic of elimination characterizes settler colonialism:
connections to the land needed to be vitiated by their ,
expulsion from the new society.!2

Conflict between “steppe and sown” had not been g ZEro-sum game
in medieval central Asia. Although contemporaries regarded the I(lrf’z‘?]l;]sL
Pecenegs, and Western Oguz as aggressors, such mobile societies did ;1()‘t h;
fact seck to despoil sedentary ones, because they were needed for trade. The
limitations of the nomadic economy, based on herds of stock, meant‘ th
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luxury and other goods had to be extracted from agricultural societies—
whether by “trade or raid”—with which they lived in tense symbiosis.'*®
This coexistence was possible because the interrelations were not colonial.

Wolfe’s pattern certainly holds true when a “middle ground” became
a colony. For instance, in British Columbia, approximately symmetrical
relations of trade between British and Indians obtained until the 1850s,
when it became a formal colony and land acquisition was the central de-
terminant of interaction. The customary pattern of events unfolded. The
British military tried to keep the peace, but imperatives for local rule and
economizing in London meant that land policies were ultimately decided
by settler politicians. They enclosed common land and legislated exclusive
property rights over multiple usage so as to ensure that investments could
be made good.'** Indians could resist by moving, submitting petitions, and
not cooperating with the new dispensation, but state and settler violence
underwrote the eventual victory of the British social system.'?*

This victory was not always total. Indigenous agricultural communi-
ties were better able to resist settlers than nomads, often serving as a source
of labor. Not all Indigenes “disappeared.”'?¢ Indeed, the story is anything
other than genocidal in many colonial contexts. Where was genocide in
plantation and trading colonies: for instance, in the British occupation of
Singapore (1819), the Falkland Islands (1833), Aden (1839), Hong Kong
(1842), and Lagos (1861)?'*” The distinction between types of imperial rule
was made well by Alexis de Tocqueville: “There are two ways to conquer a
country; the first is to subordinate the inhabitants and govern them directly
or indirectly. That is the English system in India. The second is to replace
the former inhabitants with the conquering race. This is what Europeans
have almost always done. The Romans, in general, did both. They seized
the country’s government, and in several parts of it they founded colonies
that were nothing other than far-flung little Roman societies.” He recom-
mend a combination of the two approaches in Algeria: domination of the
interior so the coast could be settled.!?* As we shall see, it is not only cases
of settler colonialism that are potentially genocidal.

Genocide and “Savage Wars of Peace”

Colonial and imperial wars are not usually considered genocidal. Once
regions are “pacified”—that is, armed resistance is broken—the occupiers
settle down to the business of governing. This rather benign view of such
conflicts precludes the question of genocide by equating it with the Holo-
caust of European Jewry: where no death camps can be found, genocide
cannot be said to have occurred. Leaving aside the issue of whether the
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Holocaust unfolded in the clockwork fashion entertained in popular con-
sciousness, and whether it can be understood apart from the Nazi imperial
and colonial project in Europe, colonial conquest and warfare possess a
number of potentially genocidal dimensions. In the first place, the aim of
the colonizer was not just to defeat military forces but also to annex ter-
ritory and rule over a foreign people. War aims were not limited, as they
customarily were in intra-European wars; they were absolute. “Colon;i
conquerors came to stay.” Second, the colonizer often ended up w
war against the entire population because it was difficult to distinguish
between civilians and combatants, especially when guerilla-style resistance
ensued. The often flat political structures of indigenous peoples meant that
the colonizer could not easily identify leaders and “decapitate” the loc‘
polity.'?® Colonial war could mean total war on a local scale,

In the main, imperial troops prevailed over numerically sy
ponents because they were regularly paid, well supplied, and tr
ability to concentrate forces at one point was more decisive than
ical superiority alone, especially if indigenous agents could be conscrj
such as the Native Mounted Police in colonial Queensland.30 gy, al;ted,
metry did not always obtain, however. Consider the case of the K m-
in the Antilles in the seventeenth century. The Spanish had smashe
enous resistance by the middle of the seventeenth century and epg|
inhabitants in agriculture and mining, but they were followed |,
and English colonists on neighboring islands who wanted the 1
continue the slave economy. Difficulties in subduing the Karifung ¢
gua resulted in dozens of English deaths in the 1620s and 16305 w1n~ Antj.
to a joint French and English effort on St. Kitts to kill and drive (;ff hich Jey
of the natives as possible. Their survival and mingling with escy edas Many
slaves led to calls in the 1670s for the extermination of the “Ca‘r%)b I Afncan
But the apathy of plantation owners and divisions between Frencl ,ndmns'”
ish authorities meant that such rhetoric remained hollow. Only thl and Bric.
hegemony of the British by the late eighteenth century enabled the entual
and depositing of the survivors on an inhospitable island off :If()undup
where a third of them starved within four months.!*! onduras,

Equally difficult to subdue were the Indians of the Argentine frongjey ;
the nineteenth century. Their experience demonstrates not only th i
ity of indigenous resistance, but also that neat models of iny o
cannot capture the complexity of the colonial encounter.

gxcellent horsemen, Indians prospered in the pampa, where their mobile
lifestyle rendered them less vulnerable to the disease that devastated those
.WhO attempted .agriculture. Roaming Spanish patrols made little inroads
into the region in the early eighteenth century, so the imperial authorities
were forced to ally themselves with certain tribes against others. Tribute
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was paid to some of them for peace and information. A “middle ground”
was achieved at this point with rough parity between different groups. The
Roman model of settling soldiers on the frontier failed in the face of resis-
tance by ranchers and plutocratic governments loathe to give away land.
Domestic Argentine imperatives in the 1830s led to the demand for more
grazing land and a military solution, but 50 percent of the badly paid and
trained soldiers and militia were casualties of frontier service. By the 1850s,
alternative policies to propitiate Indians by granting them land allotments
had also failed, with Indians driving off ranchers and settlers. Other efforts
in the 1870s to integrate Indians into frontier society by winning them
from their raiding/tribute economy also failed. Anxious about the interests
of neighboring Chile in the region, a hardline military solution was sug-
gested in 1875 by Julio A. Roca, chief of frontier forces. “In my judgment,
the best system to finish the Indians, that is, exterminating them or remov-
ing them beyond the Rio Negro, is an offensive war,” by which he meant
lightning strikes by mobile forces. With the telegraph, railroad, and bet-
ter-armed troops, his offensives in 1878 were successful. Thousands were
killed, with survivors driven to Chile. Missions were built in the place of
destroyed villages.'3*

Imperial thinkers devoted considerable thought to the problem of “small
wars,” with their pattern of conquest followed by resistance. Although they
advised against exasperating the conquered population, the destruction of
villages and crops was countenanced if necessary. Certainly French and
Russian authorities were happy to indulge in such scorched-earth tactics
in their respective North African and Caucasian conquests during and af-
ter the 1830s."3 Alexis de Tocqeville’s liberal scruples were not shared by
many French in Algeria, as he reported in 1833. On one view,

to subjugate the Arabs, we should fight them with the utmost violence and in
the Turkish manner, that is to say, by killing everything we mcet. I have heard
this view supported by officers who took it to the point of bitterly regretting
that we have started to take prisoners in some places, and many assured me
that they encouraged their soldiers to spare no one. For my part, I returned
from Africa with the distressing notion that we are now fighting far more bar-

barously than the Arabs themsclves. For the present, it is on their side that one
meets with civilization,

At the same time, he regarded burning harvests, emptying silos, and in-
terning civilians as “unfortunate necessities, but ones to which any people
that wants to wage war on the Arabs is obliged to submit.” The reason was
because war was being waged on populations, not governments.'**

Indeed, such tactics were a feature of imperial rule generally. In 133
BCE the Romans destroyed Numantia on the Iberian Peninsula for defying
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Roman rule, as they had Carthage thirteen years earlier. Even the late
sieges and subsequent destruction of Jerusalem between 70 and 136 cr
can be seen in this light. In the euphemistically termed “Harrying of the
North,” William I (“the Conqueror”), who invaded England in 1066, put
down serious Saxon resistance around Yorkshire by destroying all villages
and livestock between York and Durham, causing famine and the star-
vation of up to one hundred thousand people. The aim was to destroy
the local society so that it could not provide sustenance to rebels, whe
hid in marshes and forests, and so that it could not serve as a ba’se for
future Danish attack. The country was largely uninhabited for 4 centur
thereafter.!?® Continuing the tradition of vicious reprisals, the Elizabethaly
conquest and colonization of Ireland, which was contemporaneous W'tll
significant contact of Englishmen with Native Americans in the sixtee 1 ll
century, saw the slaughter of men, women, and children where En ’lr'lt}:
conquest was resisted. The women and children were considered fair 8lis
because they sustained the men, and because the Irish were regarded fame
gan.!* The violent Cromwellian quelling of Catholic uprisings ip Iresl pa-
in the next century, such as the massacre of Drogheda in 1649, fouoand
the same logics, as did the Spanish counterinsurgency against the YUCWed
Mayan uprising of 1761.37 This pattern was repeated in the Anglmzatec
war in 1879, when British forces used scorched-earth tactics apg m uly
cred wounded fighters and prisoners in their desperate efforts to put dasszL
Zulu resistance to imperial rule.’® Own
Likely, no power surpassed the Mongols in the extent and
their reprisals. Chinggis Khan was pitiless towards disloyalty
ing the Merkit in 1217 for attacks on his forces years befo;
they were more interested in booty than conquest, the Mongols
Wwere
pared to launch bloody war where sedentary peoples would pot h: pre-
their goods. Cities that resisted were razed, and devastated re,.l‘l“d over
generations to recover. Samarkand was reduced in populationlevlons took
cent in the first decades of the thirteenth century. When Chin " 7§ ber-
1227, the mourning army slaughtered the entire population ofgzglls dled. n
city.” All these cases would be considered genocide longxlng
law today.! ational

Imperial and national elites were constantly worried about secyr;

their peripheries.'! In 1914, the imperial Russian army deported surlty ot
million Jews living in its western borderlands because they were 311133 e
of disloyalty and potential espionage for the Germans. 2 Between 19:§)§Ctej
1938, similar paranoia led Soviet authorities to deport nine nationali‘:'n

away from sensitive border areas. During the Second World War they vil:;f
lently deported Chechen and Ingush people of the North Cauca’sus some
of whose number had allegedly collaborated with the invading Germ;ms. In
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the early 1930s, the famine in the Ukraine had been precipitated by anxiet-
ies that it might secede from the union.'?
The security syndrome led to mass deaths in violent counterinsurgency.
The contemporaneous Italian subjugation of Cyranaica in Libya resulted
in the deaths of over 6,000 local fighters and the internment in camps of
some 76,000 people, about half the total population.'** In 1952, British
authorities in colonial Kenya interned hundreds of thousands of supposed
insurgents, killed up to 20,000 in combat, hanged over 1,000, and tortured
many others. One historian claims up to 100,000 Mau Mau insurgents
died in the camps.'® Much of the murderous radicalization of the Pol Pot
regime in mid-1978 was driven by regime paranoia about rebellious eastern
border cadres and other Cambodians thought to be tainted by Vietnamese
influence. The Cham nationality, which was targeted for destruction, was
likewise considered “rebellious.”!46
The common motivation for deporting or destroying subnational
groups is the accusation that they are rebellious, supporting rebellions, or
cooperating with enemies across borders, such as the Ottoman Armenians
in 1915."*7 The genocide in Darfur is also a counterinsurgency unfolding
according to this pattern.'® What these cases show is that real or imagined
resistance to imperial or national rule can radicalize a policy of conquest
or “pacification.” Resistance leads to reprisals and counterinsurgency that
can be genocidal when they are designed to ensure that never again would
such resistance occur.'* In the words of one scholar, such practices possess
a “strategic logic” that can culminate in “final solutions.”!*

Subaltern Genocide

If security anxieties have led to genocidal measures of military coercion,
another policy option has been to colonize one’s own borderlands. Impe-
rial Germany’s concerns about Polish population growth within its eastern
border led to various schemes to counter “Polonization” with “Germaniza-
tion,” including the purchase of Polish-owned estates and their distribution
to German peasant colonists. The sociologist Max Weber was one of many
who advocated such measures.’! The Sri Lankan government engaged in
rural colonization schemes to displace Tamils.'? The government of the
Dominican Republic tried to counter the “pacific invasion” of Haitians by
“colonizing” the border areas with Dominican peasants in the first decades
of the twentieth century.'s?

What these examples show is that the perception of being colonized by
outsiders leads to colonization projects of one’s own. As might be expected,
such perceptions are highly subjective. Thus nationalist Czechs in the first
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half of the twentieth century regarded Germans who had lived in Bohemia
and Moravia for hundreds of years as colonists, while German nationalists
regarded those Germans as a beleaguered minority subject to an oppres-
sive colonial rule.” Ukrainian nationalists saw themselves as subject to
Polish colonial rule in the eastern borderlands of the interwar Polish state,
Poles settled those expelled by the Ukrainians on their western border with
Germany in order to colonize that vulnerable region. Ukrainjans redis-
tributed the lands of “former Polish colonists” to their compatriots.'ss I
Rwanda, Hutus regarded themselves as indigenous and Tutsis
from North Africa.

These points lead to broader questions: Can the founding of ey, ir
can be linked to the experience of a society’s having been colo pires
subjected to imperial conquest and rule? Are empires created 1 el
that never again is that society dominated by another? Does the ilnisl;re
for empire—the desire for invulnerability—come from previoys feel; pu se
abjection: empire both as security and compensation for past humil; ngs of
Does, in other words, empire have an indigenous origin?

The beginning of the Spanish Empire in the Americas in the ] ;
teenth century is a case in point. It came in the wake of the reco,,late_ fif
the Christian reconquest, conducted under Papal aegis, of the n)eri‘]qtusta’
insula from the Moors who had occupied the area since the eighth C‘en Pen
Christians were settled in reconquered land."® Some view the contiy lltl{r .

of the reconquista in the Americas as the beginning of Europe’s Watiey,
gift to the world: the catastrophe of the ethnically and ideol()yili‘)ls()neq
mogeneous nation-state that replaced the multicultura] ur()piag();d”y ho.
rule in Spain, with its harmonious coexistence of the three mon lSla_miQ
faiths."” It can also be seen as chain in the continuity of conque ()thelStiQ
quest, and yet more conquest that has marked human group inter,st" recon.
thousands of years. ACtion fo,

A contemporaneous example is imperial Russia, The Mongol inyqe;
of the thirteenth century were overthrown by the Muscovite vasiony
the later fifteenth century in a Russian reconquista.'ss Withi
years, the Tsars, who were centralizing control of their lands, |
conquer the Mongol successor states of Kazan, Astrakhan, and ,S'l)?g"‘“ 1o
Siberia) on the southeastern boundary. Expansion into th,e Cauéq)lr (later
central Asia, at times genocidal as Robert Geraci’s chapter in tl‘]_Susl and
shows, ensued in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 's9 's book

That indigenous people would resist colonization did not
obvious to Europeans, who thought their gift of civilization would or should
make them welcome. In the wake of Palestinian Arab riots against Jewish

settlement in 1920 and 1921, Vladimir Jabotinsky berated Labor Zionist
leaders for believing their presence would be tolerated by the “natives”:
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Every reader has some idea of the carly history of other countries which have
been sertled. I suggest that he recall all known instances. If he should attempt
to scek but one instance of a country settled with the consent of those born
there he will not succeed. The inhabitants (no matter whether they are civi-
lized or savages) have always put up a stubborn fight. Furthermore, how the
settler acted had no effect whatsoever. The Spaniards who conquered Mexico
and Peru, or our own ancestors in the days of Joshua ben Nun behaved, one
might say, like plunderers. But those “great explorers,” the English, Scots and
Dutch who were the first real pioneers of North America were people pos-
sessed of a very high ethical standard; people who not only wished to leave
the redskins at peace but could also pity a fly; people who in all sincerity and
innocence believed that in those virgin forests and vast plains ample space was
available for both the white and red man. But the native resisted both barbar-
ian and civilized settler with the same degree of cruelty.!®

Jabotinksy’s mention of cruelty raises the issue of the ritualized excess that
often characterized indigenous resistance to colonialism, especially in de-
colonization struggles. Certainly, racism and oppression by the Other are
factors in generating murderous fantasies.' But racism and oppression do
not account for the atrocities in indigenous revenge. The reason for the
excess, I suggest, is that the genocidal impulse and national liberation im-
pulse are effectively the same: to preserve the endangered genus or ethnos
against an Other that supposedly threatens its existence. This is the origin
of what we might call subaltern genocide: the destruction of the colonizer
by the colonized.

Examples abound of anxieties that one’s people will be extinguished
or erased by demographic supplanting or mortally endangered by security
threats. Thus in 1804, a Haitian slave revolt targeted the island’s entire
white population.'s? In 1937, fifteen thousand ethnic Haitians in border
areas were slaughtered by Dominicans who thought they were endanger-
ing the nation.'®* Many Serbs (especially those in Bosnia and Kosovo), still
traumatized by the genocidal experience of the Second World War, felt
demographically threatened in the early 1990s because 25 percent of Serbs
lived outside of Serbia; they wanted a state to defend their ethnicity. The
paranoia exhibited by the Khmer Rouge in their self-understanding as lib-
erators of the homeland from foreign influence demonstrates this point in
a gruesome manner.'** The genocidal violence perpetrated against civilians
in the Balkans was so grotesque because they were not held to be inno-
cent, but dangerous bearers of a nationality that vitiated the identity of
the other.'®® What is more, the subaltern “millenarian rebellions” against
exploitative colonial rule were directed against perceived foreign elements
that were threatening the survival of the indigenous people—just as in clas-
sical cases of imperial genocide.'®
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The connection between genocidal fantasies and national liberation
movements has been made by anti-imperial thinkers who have blamed sub-
altern genocide on imperialism. Writing of the so-called Indian Mutiny, Karl
Marx thought the “infamous” conduct of the “sepoys” was “only the reflex
in a concentrated form, of England’s own conduct in India, not only duriné
the epoch of the foundation of her Eastern Empire, but even during the Jast
ten years of a long-settled rule. . . . There is something in human history like
retribution; and it is a rule of historical retribution that its instrumens be
forged not by the offended, but by the offender himself.”167 Writing in the
same vein, Jean-Paul Sartre noted that “In Algeria and Angola, European
are massacred at sight; it is the moment of the boomerang; it is the tl;ircsi

stage of violence; it comes back on us, it strikes us, and we do not real;
any more than we did the other times that it’s we who have launche( i; ”11262
Fanon agreed: “The violence of the colonial regime and the counter-vig| .
of the native balance each other and respond to each other in ap extra ence
nary reciprocal homogeneity.”'* The Tunisian Jew Albert Memm; wa ordi-
attracted to the Marxist proposition that colonialism produced itg OW;S also
tion by bringing forth an utterly alienated colonized population Whosenega_
prospect of dignified life was the “complete liquidation of colonizatioy, ’?1?01
If an alienated “native” issued from colonialism, how was thijg 11
ation generated? These Francophone anticolonial thinkers in D alien.
pointed out that the foundational binary between settler and natiy
colonial product. In such a “Manichean world” (Fanon) of colon;
which the settler cast the native as the incarnation of absolyte evil, 1|
tive had to invert this value hierarchy for his or her own self-reg e’ t 1S na-
lonialism creates the patriotism of the colonized,” wrote Sartre 181 o
explained the source of this nativism in his famous book fr0m. 1 91;46113%
Colonizer and the Colonized. His basic message was also that “be; 7, The
sidered and treated apart by colonialist racism, the colonized e e{mg con-
cepting this Manichaean division of the colony and, by eXtensin( S up ac-
whole world.” Consequently, “in the eyes of the colonized, a| Eu on, of the
the colonies are de facto colonizers.”!72 ’ ITOpeans in
What is more, the practical impossibility of assimilation—hec
the colonizer’s refusal and because of the self-denial entailed—me
the native inevitably resorted to traditional values as a compensatory o
tation. But these values, usually familial and religious, had bec()rn)é orien-
fied by colonial pressure, and did not promote social progress N"tpe.m-
was reactionary. By ontologizing collectives in the same way as .the= ivism
and “condemning each individual of that group,” the colonized bec
xenophobe and racist,”!”?
Sartre and Memmi did not applaud the chauvinism and racism of an-
ticolonialist struggles, and Fanon’s aversion to nativism is well known.
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Racism and “a legitimate desire for revenge” could not “sustain a war of
liberation,” he thought. Memmi eventually left Tunis for Paris because,
as a Jew, he found life impossible in postcolonial Muslim Tunisia.'” As
Marxists, they were cosmopolitan internationalists who preferred a popu-
lar front of anticolonialists that included sympathetic settlers, some closer
to the liberation ideal than the Africans or Arabs. National liberation
entailed transcending the terms of settler/native to create a new socialist
nation of equal citizens. The colonial system needed to be transformed by
expropriating the collaborating indigenous bourgeoisie, rather than sim-
ply expelling settlers.'” They wished decolonization to be the assertion of
freedom when the newly constituted people could gain political agency,
enter history, and create its own authentic civilization, not just a variation
of the colonizer’s."”

At the same time, these writers told their European reading publics that
their expectation of a nonviolent, nonracist, anticolonialist struggle was
unrealistic.'”’” Violent and racist anticolonialism was a predictable phase
through which colonized peoples had to pass, even if it entailed “tragic
mishaps.”'”® Fanon himself was ambivalent, famously praising this violence
as a “cleansing force” through which “the native frees himself from his in-
feriority complex and from his despair and inaction; it makes him fearless
and restores his self-respect.” This redemptive nationalism was necessary
to assert the new postcolonial national culture: “the most elementary, most
savage, and the most undifferentiated nationalism is the most fervent and
efficient means of defending national culture.”'”® Sartre supported Fanon’s
rendition of the struggle with some stirring quotations: the struggle’s “ir-
repressible violence is neither sound and fury, nor the resurrection of savage
instincts, nor even the effect of resentment: it is man recreating himself.”*°
For all the romanticization evident here, these thinkers both expressed and
explained the revolutionary violence of the colonized as the moment of
salvation. It is genocidal in character.

Even by the time he died prematurely in 1961, Fanon was aware that,
far from being a transitional political emotion, racism was being used by
the “national bourgeoisie” to secure its own position in the postcolonial
order. Rather than constructing a new nation beyond race, these elites were
allowing precolonial tribal rivalries to recur.’®' Moreover, the new state ap-
peared to the liberated populations less as their own democratic creation
than as a distant apparatus that was milked by a dominant, rival ethnic
grouping for its own benefit. Their security and identity was therefore more
likely to inhere in pre-independence traditional ethnic attachments than
in a chimerical supratribal national identity.'®* The catastrophe of postco-
lonial African political stability, civil war, and genocide has been blamed
on this failure to transcend race during and after decolonization. Writing
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in the tradition of the Francophone intellectuals, the historian Mahmood
Mamdani has blamed this failure on colonialism: “That greater crime was
to politicize indigeneity, first as a settler libel against the native, and then
as a native self-assertion,”!*3

Colonialism, Subaltern Genocide, and National Socialism

Postcolonial chaos was not the only problem these thinkers blamed on Eu-
ropean colonialism. They also held fascism in general, and Nationa Social-
ism in particular, to be its poisoned fruit. Consistent with theijr M
they saw colonialism as the apogee of capitalist exploitation. In 5
rable phrase, Marx wrote of colonialism that “the profound hypocr
inherent barbarism of bourgeois civilization lies unveiled before our ¢
turning from its home, where it assumes respectable forms, to the cole yes,
where it goes naked.”’** Lenin had written of imperialism as the b; ,Iiles,
stage of capitalism, and Rosa Luxemburg continued this line of thini_iest
fearing “the triumph of imperialism” would mean “the destructiop, O;ng,
culture, and, as in ancient Rome, depopulation, desolation, degenerati() all
vast cemetery.” She is the source of the now well-known trope thqy Burg
criminal exploitation of the non-European world would be dialectié);} s
imported in heightened form into Europe itself: “It was clear 1o ever al]
therefore, that the secret underhand war of each capitalist nation g O
every other, on the backs of Asiatic and African peoples myst Sossamst
later lead to a general reckoning, that the wind that was sown i, Af ner o
Asia would return to Europe as a terrific storm, the more Cert”linrllca and
increased armaments of the European states was the constant a;s Y since
these Asiatic and African occurrences. . . .18 OClate of
Of course, Luxemburg did not live to witness the Holocauys; I
the Francophone thinkers who applied the lesson to Nazism, regq.rdt- was
as the culmination of both colonialism and capitalism. Nazism arding ¢
European colonialism.”®¢ In his famous Discourse on Colonialis
Césaire saw liberalism and capitalism as the essence of Nazism
less genocidal than exploitative and generally murderous, Wr;tiny fif
years after the end of the Second World War, Fanon, who drew he%( v.lteen
Césaire, connected colonialism, capitalism, and Nazism in the Sa;hel y OIT
“Deportations, massactes, forced labor, and slavery have been the mW:ly
methods used by capitalism to increase its wealth, its gold or diam(;ng
reserves, and to establish its power. Not long ago, Nazism transformed the
whole of Europe into a veritable colony.”'s?
Fanon himself was ambivalent about who was the greater victim of
this system, Jews or blacks—at one point likening the persecution and
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extermination of Jews to “little family quarrels” (among Europeans), at
another proclaiming his indignation and empathy because he could not
disassociate himself “from the future that is proposed for my [Jewish]
brother.”'® Even the latter formulation is an undialectical equation of ex-
periences that he may have learned from older, diasporic black intellectuals
like Oliver Cox and W. E. B. Du Bois, who associated Nazism with slavery
and white racism. Du Bois, for instance, wrote in The World and Africa
in 1947 that “there was no Nazi atrocity—concentration camps, whole-
sale maiming and murder, defilement of women or ghastly blasphemy of
children—which the Christian civilization of Europe had not long been
practicing against coloured folks in all parts of the world in the name of
and for the defense of a Superior Race born to rule the world.”'®* This kind
of thinking, while understandable in a context when Europeans still ruled
most of Africa, and African Americans were being lynched, participates in
the phallic logic of trauma competition mentioned above and is not par-
ticularly helpful for understanding complex historical processes.'*®

Despite such limitations, these thinkers warrant mention not only
because they represent a subaltern intellectual tradition that continues to
influence anti-imperialist writers today."””! In its more sophisticated mo-
ments, this tradition provides important insights into the relation of mod-
ern genocides to broader processes and structures by positing a theory of
system radicalization. Hannah Arendt drew on them in her The Origins
of Totalitarianism, which is receiving growing attention in the literature
on colonialism and genocide because one-third of her book deals with im-
perialism.!®? Consider Césaire’s work, which echoes many of Arendt’s key
arguments regarding imperialism. Colonialism demoralized the colonizer,
making a mockery of European humanism. In colonialism, capitalism pro-
duced its own negation in the form of a barbarized system that returned to
its source to destroy Europe. Nazism was therefore not simply any colonial-
ism, but “the supreme barbarism that sums up all the daily barbarisms.”
He also advanced a theory about the phenomenon that Arendt later called
“the banality of evil.” The greatest criminal was not the ideological fanatic,
but the European bourgeois, “the ‘decent fellow’ across the way,” because
he tolerated colonial abuses for over a century: the wars, the torture, and
mass death, approving the hard line measures of politicians.!??

Arendt and Césaire did not have to infer the link between Nazism and
imperialism. Hitler self-consciously placed his movement in the tradition of
European imperialism:

We have the so-called white race that since the collapse of Antiquity has over
around 2,000 years taken on a leading position in the world. I cannot under-
stand the economic dominance of the white race over the rest of the world unless
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Irelated it closely to a political dominance that the white race possesses naturally
for hundreds of years and that it has projected outwards. Think of any area; con-
sider India: England has not won India with justice and law but with regard for
the desires, aspirations or laws of the natives, and it has when necessary main-
tained its dominance with the most brutal measures [Riicksichtslosighkeit]. Just
as Cortez or Pizarro claimed Central America and the northern states of S<~)ut.h
America not on the grounds of some legal basis but out of the absolute inherited
feeling of dominance of the white race. The settlement of the north ’Amcrican
continent succeeded just as little from some democratic or internationa| cong -
tion of legal claims, but out of a sense of justice that is rooted only iy the ¢ "
tion of superiority and with that the right of the white race.t94 comes

Having exhausted the prospects of “domestic (innere) coloniy,
thought, it was necessary to colonize Europe itself.!?s
Hitler drew on the imperial experiences of other European nay; i
formulating his vision of Nazi German imperialism. British India ) r ons in
the model for German ambitions in Ukraine: a thin layer of miliItD-IOVlded
civilian administrators could occupy a vast landmass and p‘)pult ry an‘d
North America was a model of settler colonialism. “There is Alon 1%
duty—to Germanise the country by immigration of Germans and ¢
upon the natives as redskins.”'”” These quotations (and otherg C()()llool\-
adduced) give clues to Hitler’s imperial vision. He wanted bot, an uld be
tive/tribute empire in the manner of the British in India, by, als ext
colonies like North America. In Hitler, the imperial modelg of cey ) Settley
human history crystallized into a single, total, imperia| fantas Murieg (¢
cidal conquest and exploitation.'”® Indeed, an increasing body Ofy (‘)f 8¢no.
bearing out Lemkin’s insight into the imperial and coloniy] nat "esearch jg
rule in Europe.'” e of Nag;
But why the enthusiasm for conquest and colonia] rule ag 3>

Klotz has shown in her analysis of the film Die ‘Ve[fges;/,; . As Mariy
lonialgeschichte of 1926, a film sponsored by colonial revis'c )te als Ko.
that lobbied for the return of Germany’s empire, Europe'mlsomst
plotted the course of world history in colonial terms, Klt[‘tury"[[\

!1istor.y !)y conquering and colonizing other nations and peoples OTl’er cer
ing distinction between nations was that of colonizer or colo o e defin-
the former was a participant in world history, in progress civli‘;-ze,dI On}y
uplift. Preventing colonization was tantamount to relegati’on ml?dtmn? -,
rather than subject of history, indeed a denial of the right to exis:en obiect
examination of Hitler’s philosophy of history reveals that he thou ilhcte- An
much in these terms. He was convinced that conquest drives worldghis:l(e)?:
and human progress, and he spoke often about how the German desrruc).
tion of Jewry and Bolshevism would rescue western civiliz
good of humanity,2%
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But even if the Nazis established an empire and subjected conquered
peoples to colonial rule, can the Holocaust of European Jewry be explained
in terms of imperial and colonial logics? Lemkin himself did not think so,
referring to race hatred of Jews and Roma as the motivating force of their
persecution, which has been a feature of “intentionalist” explanations of
the Holocaust for decades.?®! What if we take a transnational or global ap-
proach that situates the Holocaust in processes that are universal in imperial
and colonial situations? There are four aspects to such an approach:

1. The Nazi genocidal policies against Slavic peoples in occupied Poland
and Ukraine stood in the tradition of imperial conquests since antiquity. It
was never the intention of the Nazis to exterminate Poles or Ukrainians in
their entirety, just as it was not the intention of European colonial powers
in Africa to exterminate the Africans and Asians they occupied. The “na-
tives” were needed for labor, although it should not be forgotten that the
Nazis envisaged the starvation of tens of millions of “superfluous” people
in their plans for the region. During the contingencies of total war, how-
ever, as David Furber and Wendy Lower demonstrate in their chapter here,
utopian plans of Slavic expulsion and German settlement had to be shelved
in favor of food production and stability. The vicious partisan warfare that
developed in occupied Eastern Europe stood in the continuity of colonial
wars, as well.2?

2. The extermination of Europeans Jews, by contrast, needs to be un-
derstood, to begin with, in terms of subaltern genocide. The Nazis regarded
Germans as an indigenous people who had been colonized by Jews, prin-
cipally from Poland, the perceived home of world Jewry. From the time of
Jewish emancipation, anti-Semites in Germany (and not just in Germany)
had complained of a “Judaization” of public life, a term equating “Jewish
rule” with capitalist modernization and social liberalization. Typical was
Wilhelm Marr, the inventor of the term “anti-Semitism,” who in 1879 lik-
ened Jewish emancipation to the might of the Roman Empire. “With the
entire force of its armies, the proud Roman Empire did not achieve that
which Semitism has achieved in the West and particularly in Germany.”?%
Hitler thought in these terms. A careful reading of Mein Kampf reveals that
he thought Germany had been under foreign occupation—that is, Jewish
domination—since the middle years of the First World War, when the war
industry supposedly fell into Jewish hands. For Hitler, “the Jew robbed the
entire nation and pressed it under his rule.”?** He was wont to speak of

Jews in terms of colonists, mixing bacteriological and colonial metaphors:
“Never was a State founded by peaceful economy, but always only by the
instincts of preserving the species, no matter whether they are found in the
field of heroic virtues or sly cunning; the one results then in Aryan states of
work and culture, the other in Jewish colonies of parasites.”?%
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The colonization trope is also a feature of the notorious 1940 Nazi pro-
paganda film Der Ewige Jude. Jews are depicted as a people with “Asiatic
and Negroid” elements that enter central Europe by parasitically attaching
themselves to previous empires. Maps of the globe show their spread.

Everywhere they made themselves unwelcome. In Spain and France the peo-
ple rose openly against them in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries and
they wandered on, mainly to Germany. From there they followed the p'q’th by
the Aryan culture-creative Germans, colonizing the East—untj] they finall
found a gigantic, untapped reservoir in the Polish and Russian sections o);
eastern Europe.

And from there the Jews colonized the world, that is, the African Ameri
can, and Australian continents.?% > eri-

What is more, his perception that Jews were undermining Germ
tionality is couched in terms strikingly similar to Lemkin’s eight tech
of genocide. Jews undermined German morality through Prostitytj
strength through pacifism, its national spirit via the cosmopolitay
and so on. Writing in the early 1920s when Germany was in the .-
the inflation crisis and paying massive reparations, Hitler Concludegl of
“the [Weimar] Republic is a slave colony of foreign countries and b thae
citizens, but at best subjects.” The internal enemy serving foreign intas ng
was “the Jew.” This situation spelled the end for his beloved Ge Crestg
“Carthage’s fall is the horrible picture of such a slow self-earne o rmapy:
of a nation.”*" CCutiog

The perception that Germany was occupied was widesprea(
early Weimar years in particular, as African French troops Were( In the
in the Rhineland to enforce the reparations stipulations of the \S/tatloned
treaty. A hysterical and largely successful propaganda campaign. f
especially on alleged rapes by the troops, was waged by rightwi% > focused
who accused the western powers of betraying the white race by g
non-European troops to occupy and suppress a Kulturvolk, the
This occupation, combined with the sequestration of German ¢
Fhe Trez_lty of Versailles and League of Nations, reinforced th
impression that they had been cast outside the privileged com
colonizers and had become the colonized. Four hundred of th
Rhineland Bastards, the offspring of African soldiers and Germ
were sterilized under the Nazi regime,208

The relentless drive to exterminate the Jews entirely, then, is best ex-
plained in terms of the subaltern’s racist nationalism. The Nazis thought
of themselves as a national liberation movement, a self-consciousness t%at
continued the German policy during the First World War of supposedly
liberating central European nations from Russian domination. If the Nazis’

an na-
Niques
on, it
Press,

ACtivistg
using thejr
Germans.
Olonies by
¢ German
munity of
¢ so-called
an women,

Empire, Colony, Genocide 39

anti-Semitism was “redemptive,” its particular intensity at this historical
conjuncture cannot be read from centuries of anti-Semitism, which had not
resulted in genocide like this before.?%” In the Nazi mind, the Second World
War was a war of national liberation, and redemption inhered in the elimi-
nation of foreign Jewish rule. Understanding this version of anti-Semitism
in light of both the political emotions common in central European na-
tionalisms since the nineteenth century, and later anticolonial movements
allows us to contextualize the Holocaust in broader, transnational trends.
The racist rage of the subaltern subject was not confined to the non-Euro-
pean world.

3. The uncompromising nature of the Jewish persecution by the Nazis
cannot be understood solely in terms of subaltern genocide, however.?'?
That persecution also shared elements of the security syndrome of other
empires. Although it was a fantastical belief, the vehemence of the Nazi
conviction that Jews and socialists were responsible for Germany’s defeat
in 1918 and subsequent civil chaos needs to be appreciated more fully. The
racial hatred that congealed in the paranoia around “Judeo-Bolshevism”
was all too real. But if Jews were the primary target in this syncretistic
formulation rather than Bolsheviks, this racial hatred cannot solely be read
from centuries-long traditions of popular anti-Semitism either. The hatred
was directed towards an Other that was not only the threatening colonizer,
but also, paradoxically, a deadly security threat in the manner of civil and
colonial wars. The nationalist trauma of 1918 to 1920—the military de-
feat and communist uprisings in Germany—drove many Germans to ex-
treme measures to ensure that, like in so many other genocides, never again
would inner enemies undermine the nation and war effort.?'" In fact, in this
instance, the genocide would preempt insurgency and red terrorism. Ein-
satzgruppen shot Jewish men as potential partisans in the summer of 1941,
and this measure was expanded to women and children soon thereafter, a
“prophylactic” measure that the Soviets also used to eliminate perceived
“unreliable elements” before they could foment rebellion and betray the
state.?'2 Heinrich Himmler articulated the link between the murder of the
Jews and preemptive counterinsurgency in his notorious Posen speech in
1944: “In our history this is an unwritten and never-to-be-written page
of glory, for we know how difficult we would have made it for ourselves
if today—amid the bombing raids, the hardships and the deprivations of
war—uwe still had the Jews in every city as secret saboteurs, agitators, and
demagogues. If the Jews were still ensconced in the body of the German
nation, we probably would have reached the 1916-17 stage by now.”*"

4. Finally, the Nazis also viewed the eastern Jews they encountered in
Poland and the Ukraine in terms of the traditional colonial Other: dirty,
lazy, stateless, uncivilized.?'* They were treated in the customary colonial
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manner: labor, food, and security considerations combined to determine
their fate. Once areas were conquered and secured, surviving Jewish men
were put to work until they were no longer needed. Women and children
were murdered immediately by German forces because they were held to
be “useless eaters.” Food shortages led German civilian authorities to mass
execution of ghettoized Jews in Poland. The extent and consistency of this
pattern of exploitation and murder is striking, contingencies and excep-
tions notwithstanding.!S

Conclusion

The phobic consciousness responsible for this genocide continues to baffl
historians because, in the main, they have confined their search to Ea e
pean sources.?'® The recent interest in colonial genocides, stimulag l(lir(_)-
part by the rediscovery of Hannah Arendt’s writing on imperialisy ed in
some way to situating the Nazi project in global patterns. Byt the ’Hg()es
caust was no colonial genocide in the common understanding of the olo-
It was an event, or multitude of events, that united four differene term,
contradictory imperial and colonial logics into one terrible parane;
tality and praxis borne of a frustrated imperial nation struggling
perceived colonizer.
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— Chapter 2 -

ANTICOLONIALISM IN WESTERN
PoLiTicAL THOUGHT
The Colonial Origins of the Concept of Genocide

Andrew Fitzmaurice

Introduction

ost chapters in this book are concerned by the degree to which the
Mterm “genocide,” coined by Raphael Lemkin in 1944 and adopted
by the United Nations in 1948, can be used to understand the devastation
wrought by colonization over the past five hundred years.! This chapter will
invert that question: that is, it will show that Lemkin’s understanding of
genocide developed out of a critique of colonization that had its origins in
the sixteenth century and was sustained by successive generations of writ-
ers on natural and human rights.

In order to understand that the concept of genocide is itself a prod-
uct of the history of colonization, we must first excavate the anti-imperial
tradition to which it belongs. It is a tradition that has been obscured by a
generation of scholarship. Since at least the 1980s, scholars have sought to
demonstrate that the dispossession of indigenous peoples and the destruc-
tion of indigenous societies proceeded within European legal frameworks.
“A will to empire,” as Robert M. Williams has put it, “proceeds most ef-
fectively under a rule of law.”? Liberalism has been shown to have blood
on its hands.? Or, rather, key figures in the liberal canon have been shown
to have been apologists for colonization (even though few of them would
have described themselves as “liberals”). It is argued that the idea of rights
in the writings of thinkers including Francesco de Vitoria, Hugo Grotius,
John Locke, and Emeric de Vattel developed in step with the rationaliza-
tion of empire. In this chapter, I argue that these “revisionist” accounts
have buried a profound scepticism in the history of Western legal thought
about the justice of colonization. Ironically, the revisionist account has also
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. ...[le droit de] colonization sur le sol d’un autre peuple».” Cf. Muthu, Empire
Against Enlightenment, 5: “The anti-imperialist writings of the latter half of the
eighteenth century failed to rally later thinkers to the cause of exposing imperialist
injustices, defending non-European peoples against imperial rule, and attacking
the standard rationales for empire.”

Jeze, Etude Théorique et Pratique sur I’'Occupation, 104=5 (my translation): “Si I'on
a affaire 4 des peuples pasteurs ou chasseurs (comme les Hottentots, les Tongouses et
la plupart des nations américaines), dont le genre de vie exige des contrées vastes et
désertes, on ne peut avoir recours  la violence, mais il faut obtenir un contrat, et méme
il west pas permis de profiter de 'ignorance de ces indigénes relativement a la cession
de leurs terres.”

Ibid., 105 (my translation): “Les conquétes des Européens dans les Indes, en Afrique
et en Amérique, ont violé tous les principes de loi naturelie et du droit des gens.” The
quotation is from Gérard de Rayneval, Institutions du Droit de la Nature et des Gens
(Paris, 1803). See also Rayneval, Institutions du Droit de la Nature et des Gens, 2 vols.
3rd ed. (Paris, 1851), 367-69 for the extent of Rayneval’s anticolonial thought.

Jeze, Etude Théorique et Pratique sur ’Occupation, 112 (my translation): “Apris
mires réflexions, c’est en faveur du droit absolu des indigénes que nous nous décidons.
La théorie contraire, croyons-nous, ne fait que consacrer, sous prétexte de civilisation,
la maxime «la Force prime le Droit», et violer, sous des apparences juridiques, la régle
fondamentale de I’égalité des races.”

Picrre Péan, Une Jeunesse Frangaise. Frangois Mitterrand, 19341947 (Paris, 1994),
45-61.

It is interesting to note that both Lemkin and Jéze wrote on international financial
movements—one of the most troubling issues of the interwar years. Lemkin’s La Ré-
glementation des Paienents Internationaux (Paris, 1939) does not cite Jeze’s Les Paie-
ments Internationaux (Paris, 1926), but the authors” parallel interests indicate one of
the contexts within which early twentieth century authors thought about rights,
American Jewish Historical Society, New York, Box 8, Folder 12, “Spanish colonial
genocide™; Box 7, Folder 1, “Incas”; Box 8, Folder 12, “Yucatan.” My thanks to Dirk
Moses for his generosity in providing copies of these manuscripts.

New York Public Library, Reel 3, Box 2, Folder 1, “Proposal for Introduction to the
Study of Genocide.” Note that Lemkin places the term “humanitarian” in the context
of international law.

On Lemkin’s colonial writings, see also John Docker, “Are Settler-Colonies Inherently
Genocidal? Re-reading Lemkin,” in this volume; and Ann Curthoys, “Raphael Lem-
kin’s “Tasmania® An Introduction,” Patterns of Prejudice 39, no. 2 {2005): 162-69.

It is true that Lemkin distinguished the crime of genocide from the violation of hu-
man rights. His understanding of genocide was based upon group or collective rights,
whereas since the fifteenth century the rights tradition had been dominated by a con-
cern with individual rights. Moreover, he was mounting a strategic defence of the
genocide treaty within the UN (See, for example, Raphael Lemkin, “Memorandum
on the Genocide Convention,” 3, Collection 60, Box Number 4, Folder No. 4/6, Jacob
Rader Marcus Center of the American Jewish Archives, Hebrew Union College, Cin-
cinnati, OH). Some UN delegates thought that existing “legislation” on human rights
covered the crimes under the genocide treaty and that therefore it was not necessary to
have the separate crime of genocide. Having said that, Lemkin was fully aware of the
genesis of the concept of genocide within the rights tradition, regarding the Genocide
Convention as a distinct branch from that tradition.

~ Chapter 3 -

ARE SETTLER-COLONIES
INHERENTLY GENOCIDAL?
Re-reading Lemkin

John Docker

Our whole cultural heritage is a product of the contributions of all
peoples. We can best understand this if we realize how impover-
ished our culture would be if the so-called inferior peoples doomed
by Germany, such as the Jews, had not been permitted to create the
Bible or to give birth to an Einstein, a Spinosa [sic]; if the Poles had
not had the opportunity to give to the world a Copernicus, a Cho-
pin, a Curie, the Czechs a Huss, and a Dvorak; the Greeks a Plato
and a Socrates; the Russians, a Tolstoy and a Shostakovich.

—Raphael Lemkin, “Genocide—A Modern Crime”!

... colonialism cannot be left without blame.

—Raphael Lemkin, “Introduction to the Study of Genocide”*

In this chapter, I will explore the conjoining of genocide and colonialism in
the writings of Raphael Lemkin, the brilliant Polish-Jewish jurist (1900~
1959). I will highlight three aspects of his thought: First, that the concept
of genocide as created by Lemkin offers the groundwork for the delineation
and discussion of different kinds of genocide in history—for example, geno-
cide as episode or genocide as a more extended process. Second, that Lem-
kin’s concept of genocide links settler-colonies and genocide in a constitutive
and inherent relationship. Finally, that Lemkin, in his published work, but
more powerfully in his unpublished manuscripts, developed a methodology
that permits the possibility of subtle, intricate, and multifaceted analyses of
settler-colonial histories in relation to genocide as an extended process that
may also involve more sharply destructive episodes and events.
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I will be stressing throughout the importance to Lemkin of the notion of
cultural genocide. In his illuminating, unfinished autobiography, “Totally
Unofficial Man,” written shortly before he died in 1958, Lemkin regrets
that he could not persuade the relevant UN committee meeting in Paris
after World War II to include an article in the final convention on “cultural
genocide”: “I defended it successfully through two drafts. It meant the de-
struction of the cultural pattern of a group, such as the language, the tradi-
tions, the monuments, archives, libraries, churches. In brief: the shrines of
the soul of a nation. But there was not enough support for this idea in the
Committee. . . . So with a heavy heart I decided not to press for it.” He had
to drop an idea that, as he put it, “was very dear to me.”

Strengths of Lemkin’s Definitions

Lemkin’s thinking about genocide began well before the German unleash-
ing of World War II. In 1933, he was a young public prosecutor in Warsaw,
already immersed in his life project to have certain egregious crimes out-
lawed. Hitler had just been elected to the government in Germany. Lemkin
was at the last moment prevented by the Polish government, fearful he
would embarrass it, from leaving Poland to present a paper at a League of
Nations conference on the unification of penal law held in Madrid.* The
paper, presented in his absence, proposed the creation of the crimes of bar-
barity and vandalism as new offences against the law of nations, that is,
against the whole international community. Acts of barbarity—which he
also calls acts of extermination—undermine the fundamental basis of an
ethnic, religious, or social collectivity. They are acts that, taken as a whole,
range from massacres and pogroms to the ruining of the economic exis-
tence of the members of a collectivity, as well as “all sorts of brutalities”
that attack the “dignity of the individual” as part of the campaign of exter-
mination of the group. Lemkin also proposed for the same conference the
crime of vandalism, the destruction of the cultural heritage of a collectivity
as revealed in the fields of science, arts, and literature. Lemkin noted that
the contribution of any particular collectivity to “world culture” forms the
wealth of all humanity, even while exhibiting unique characteristics. Thus
the destruction of any work of art of any nation must be regarded as an act
of vandalism directed against world culture. Such acts, Lemkin said, reveal
an asocial and destructive spirit that shocks the conscience of humanity,
while generating extreme anxiety about the future.’

What is notable is that already in 1933, under the heading of barbarity
and vandalism, Lemkin had assembled many of the features of his now-
famous definition of genocide in his 1944 book Axis Rule in Occupied
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Europe.® In particular, we can note the breadth of his 1933 formulations,
that barbarity and vandalism involve a systematic and organized destruc-
tion of the social order of a collectivity, in terms that may involve direct
killing as well as actions that are economic, moral, intellectual, and cul-
tural. In his 1944 definition, he again says that genocide is composite and
manifold, that it signifies a coordinated plan of different actions aiming at
the destruction of the essential foundations of life of a group. Such actions
can, but do not necessarily entail mass killing. They involve considerations
that are political, social, legal, intellectual, spiritual, economic, biological,
physiological, religious, and moral. Such actions involve health, food, and
nourishment, of family life and care of children, and of birth as well as
death, in relation to genocide and as part of genocide. Such actions involve
consideration of the honor and dignity of peoples, and the future of hu-
manity as a world community.’

The continuity between 1933 and 1944 concerns the wide range of
destructive acts against a group. Yet there is also something significantly
new added in 1944, when Lemkin says that genocide may involve two
phases, that it is a two-fold process. Here is the key passage from the
opening page of chapter nine of Axis Rule: “Genocide has two phases:
one, destruction of the national pattern of the oppressed group; the other,
the imposition of the national pattern of the oppressor. This imposition,
in turn, may be made upon the oppressed population which is allowed to
remain, or upon the territory alone, after removal of the population and
the colonization of the area by the oppressor’s own nationals.”® Whereas
in 1933 Lemkin had focused on genocide as an episode or act or event,
now he writes that genocide can also be a process, a process that describes
and entwines genocide and settler-colonialism.

Explorations of an Idea

Nonetheless, in his published work Lemkin never seems to have discussed
genocide in relation to European settler-colonies as part of a world-histori-
cal process. In Axis Rule Lemkin refers to how the German “occupant,” in
order to impose its national pattern, “organized a system of colonization”
in areas that Germany wished to incorporate, including western Poland,
Luxemburg, and Alsace-Lorraine: “The Polish population have been re-
moved from their homes in order to make place for German settlers who
were brought in from the Baltic States, the central and eastern districts of
Poland, Bessarabia, and from the Reich itself. The properties and homes
of the Poles are being allocated to German settlers; and to induce them to
reside in these areas the settlers receive many privileges, especially in the
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way of tax exemptions.”” In an April 1945 essay, “Genocide—A Modern
Crime,” he again refers to colonization, writing with irony that where “the
people, such as the Poles, could not achieve the dignity of embracing Ger-
manism, they were expelled from the area and their territory (western Po-
land) was to be Germanized by colonization.”! It seems clear that during
World War II, Lemkin conceived his idea of linking genocide and coloniza-
tion chiefly from the example of Nazi colonization of western Poland."

Lemkin was deeply concerned not only with contemporary events,
however momentously catastrophic, but also with historical genocides. In
“Totally Unofficial Man,” he says that from his “very young days” he was
interested in historical accounts of examples of extermination of national,
racial, apd religious minorities. Lemkin here writes that he always “felt that
history is much wiser than are lawyers and statesmen.” He confides that
from an early age he “took a special delight in being alone, so that I could
think and feel without outer disturbances,” and that “loneliness” became
the c;ssential condition of his life. History, it appears, was his lifelong com-
panion. As is well known, during the postwar years he worked tirelessly
in the fledgling UN circles to persuade influential people to bring about a
UN convention criminalizing genocide.'? Lemkin reflects that even during
the most stressful days and nights he would read or re-read history books
to keep himself “articulate and determined,” and he persuaded delegates to
read historical cases of genocide: “Let history,” he wrote, “make a plea to
them.” He realized, he continued, that just showing Axis Rule to commit-
tees and delegates was not enough, because it drew only on one criminal
exp'erience alone, the Nazis. It was necessary to “draw on all available ex-
periences of the past.” He started digesting historical cases of genocide and
submitting them to delegates in the form of memoranda.'?

In the autobiography, Lemkin relates the examples of genocide that
stirred him from an early age, examples drawn from antiquity through to
modern times. They include the destruction of the Christians by Nero; the
Mongol hordes overrunning Russia, Poland, Silesia, and Hungary in 1241;
the persecution of Jews in Russia by Tzar Nicholas I; the destruction of
the Moors in Spain; and the devastation of the Huguenots. When in 1941
Lemkin and other refugees reached Japan on the way to exile and haven
in the United States, he reflected on the atrocious persecution of 30,000
Japanese Catholics in the seventeenth century, who had been converted by
Portuguese and Spanish missionaries.*

In a footnote to chapter nine of Axis Rule, Lemkin refers to classi-
cal examples of wars of extermination in which nations and groups of a
population were completely or almost completely destroyed, including the
des.tr.uction of Carthage in 146 BC and of Jerusalem by Titus in AD 72; the
religious wars of Islam and the Crusades; the massacres of the Albigenses
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and Waldenses; and the siege of Magdeburg in the Thirty Years’ War. And
wholesale massacres occurred in the wars waged by Genghis Khan and
Tamerlane.'

From his published work, in Axis Rule, and in his essays and autobiog-
raphy, it would seem clear that the historical instances of genocide, though
many and extensive, which inspired Lemkin’s lonely, lifelong quest to have
genocide indicted in international law, did not include the European set-
tler-colonies of the Americas, or southern Africa, or Australia. However,
in his unpublished research and writings during the 1940s and 1950s and
until his death in 1959, Lemkin did not confine genocide to European his-
tory, and he also pondered with subtlety and insight the difficult problem
of intention in relation to genocide and settler colonial societies.'s

Lemkin’s Manuscripts: A Book Takes Shape

The American Jewish Historical Society in New York contains boxes of
Lemkin manuscripts with titles like (I preserve Lemkin’s spelling here)
“German Massacre at Herrero (Southwest Africa) General Assembly
Report, Essay and Pamphlets”; “British Treatment of Ireland”; “Char-
lemagne”; “German Oppression of Slavs and East Europeans™; “German
Oppression of Slavs and East Europeans (Polish)”; “History of Genocide
Projected Book and North American Indian Research Correspondence”;
and “Spanish Treatment of South American Indians”; and research index
cards with headings that include “Moriscos,” “North American Indi-
ans—Enslavement,” “North American Indians—European Expropriation
of Land,” “North American Indians—Extermination,” “North American
Indians—Forced Relocation,” “North American Indians—Miscellany,”
“Spaniards—American Indians,” “Spaniards—Peruvian Indians,” “Span-
iards—Yucatan Indians,” and a more general card title, “Psychology and
Sociology of Genocide.”!”

Upon inspection, it becomes readily apparent that Lemkin in the
1940s was working on a book, with the help of student research assis-
tants, on the history of global genocide. Some chapters were evidently to
concern genocide in antiquity, as with the cases of genocide that the As-
syrians committed against peoples in the ancient world, including the He-
brews and Babylonians (Subseries 2, Box 8, Folder 1). In Box 8, Folder 6,
there is an evocation of Charlemagne, whom Lemkin foregrounds as one
of history’s more prominent “genocidists” (Lemkin’s own term): in 772,
Lemkin notes here, Charlemagne inaugurated a war of conquest against
the pagan Saxons who resided on the eastern frontier of the Frank do-
minions, a bloody war that continued for over thirty-three years. Lemkin
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refers to Charlemagne’s determination in 774 either to compel the Saxons
to embrace the Christian religion or to exterminate them."* Another folder
concerns early modern Europe, as with the persecutions of Catholics under
Elizabeth in the sixteenth century (Box 8, Folder 4) or British treatment
of Ireland (Box 8, Folder 5), especially by Cromwell and his “Plantation
regime, whereby land was taken away from the Irish, Catholics could hold
no land, positions, nor could they vote. A scheme of ‘transplantation’ (like
the similar Turkish efforts) was inaugurated, former land-owners were
kicked out and their holdings taken over by imported land lords.” There
is mention here of “economic” and “cultural” genocide against the Irish
from early modern European to modern times.

Plainly, in these manuscript essays and notes, Lemkin was giving
shape to a historical and comparative approach that was based on, yet
temporally and spatially extends, his definition of genocide in Axis Rule.
A scholar who had only just created the very word genocide in 1944, was
now a few years later creating a method of how to analyze and discuss
genocidal situations in the ancient world and European history generally;
a method that he also was about to apply to examples of European coloni-
zation around the globe.

In 1947, Lemkin was seeking financial assistance to conduct the re-
search for his book on genocide. His application to the Rockefeller Foun-
dation was unsuccessful; Lemkin receiving a chillingly cold rejection
letter (Folder 11: Note from a Roger F. Evans, Assistant Director of Social
Sciences for the Rockefeller Foundation, dated 6 November 1947). Hap-
pily, however, Folder 11 reveals that Lemkin did receive support from
another source, the Viking Fund, a foundation for scientific charitable
and educational purposes located in New York. In a progress report to
Paul Fejos, the director of research for the Viking Fund, he writes that
work on the project had began on 1 March 1948, and that the' Yale Law
School was providing an office and typing facilities and was paying for the
expenses of a research assistant. Lemkin tells the fund that data was being
collected under “headings covering physical, biological and cultural geno-
cide,” with empbhasis laid upon the role played by “governments, groups
and individuals in the commission of the crime,” and that “psychological
and sociological factors are also being examined.” Lemkin lists the “fol-
lowing genocide cases” as those upon which data was being collected (I
preserve his spelling):

L. The Early Christians.

2. The Jews in the Middle Ages; the Jews in Tzarist Russia.
3. The Morescos in Spain.

4. The Indians in Latin America.

5. The Valdenses.
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. The Armenians.

The Hugenots.

. The Greeks in Turkey.

The Turks under Greek occupation in 1922.
10. The Indians in North America (in part).

e N

Lemkin adds that part of the research material was being “made available
to several members of the United Nations Drafting Committee on Geno-
cide, with whom the author of the project is in constant contact.”

There is also close by a letter dated 25 May 1948 from a researcher
“Birgit” who relates that since her research for him on Yucatan, she has
written material on the sale of liquor and on Indian slavery; on the Plains
Indians and the Californian Indians (including forceful eviction from fer-
tile valleys into barren mountains where Indians starved: “Wanton murder
and milit. action against Indians who refused to leave, rebelled or returned
occasionally to get food”); on the Sandy Creek Massacre of Plains Indians
(“worst type of atrocities a [sic] la Europe”), the Washita Massacre, and the
Wounded Knee Massacre; on the destruction of buffalo to starve Indians; on
the prohibition of tribal culture in early reservations and the withholding of
food supply; on individual land allotment to destroy tribal life. Birgit writes
she “used extensively” John Collier’s The Indians of the Americas in her
research for Lemkin in the Public Library in New York.!

In a further letter dated 22 July 1948 to the Viking Fund’s Paul Fejos,
Lemkin reports that his genocide volume continues to progress, and of-
fers a general reflection on the book as a history: “The historical analysis
is designed to prove that genocide is not an exceptional phenomenon, but
that it occurs in intergroup relations with a certain regularity like homicide
takes place between individuals.” Lemkin informs Fejos that owing to the
“expansion of the volume and the necessity for additional research,” Dean
Wesley A. Sturges of the Yale Law School has generously provided funds
for five hundred additional hours for his research assistant.

It is clear from the letters in Box 8, Folder 11 that the project was
indeed expanding. Additional support fortunately came from another
New York funding body, the Lucius N. Littauer Foundation. A letter from
Harry Starr, its president and treasurer, acknowledges Lemkin’s “written
application and the several discussions we have had thereon,” and assures
him that funds of $5,000 will be made available to the Lemkin Research
Fund on Genocide at the Yale University Law School. Starr writes that he
understands from Lemkin that the grant will assist in the employment of
“several research assistants” necessary for the completion of the manu-
script, which is to be published “in two volumes.” The project, as Lemkin
had outlined to him, would be to examine “every genocide of importance”
from ancient times to the present, in its “historical, legal, psychological,

AN

s o T T

-~



88 John Docker

political, sociological, economic, religious and cultural aspects.” In each
case, there would be a survey of the “background and conditions” leading
up to the genocide, the “method and techniques used in the commission of
the crime,” and its “effect upon society through loss of life and destruction
of economic resources and cultural values.”

Lemkin’s book on the study and history of genocide was well on its
way, a remarkable achievement considering how much time he must also
have been devoting to consulting with and advising UN committee mem-
bers about the proposed convention banning the crime. As Lemkin had
said, the two activities of historical research and contemporary interna-
tional law proceeded in tandem, feeding into each other.

Lemkin’s Methodology

Lemkin continued to work on the book during the 1950s. In a letter in Box
8, Folder 11 dated 26 February 1951 to the Lucius N. Littauer Foundation,
he writes to Harry Starr thanking him for the foundation’s continued sup-
port; he felt that the Foundation’s generosity would enable him to finish the
book and to “express finally in a scientific way many ideas on the subject
of Genocide which tortured my mind for many years.” He also confides to
Starr that he prefers to “base the research on documents than on books,”
and for that reason had recently spent some time “in the New York Librar-
ies and in private collections on the search for hitherto unpublished docu-
ments concerning the extermination of the gypsies and Armenians.”

After these letters, Box 8, Folder 11 included two typed pages headed
“Revised Outline for Genocide Cases,” which summarize Lemkin’s ap-
proach to the historical study of genocides, and which probably date from
around 1951. I reproduce the diagrammatic outline as follows, retaining
his spelling,

REVISED OUTLINE FOR GENOCIDE CASES

1. Background
Historical

2. Conditions leading to genocide
Fanaticism (religious, racial)
Irredentism (national aspirations)
Social or political crisis and change
Economic exploitation (e.g. slavery)
Colonial expansion or milit. conquest
Accessability of victim group
Evolution of genocidal values in genocidist group (contempt for the

alien, etc.)
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Factors weakening victim group
3. Methods and techniques of genocide
Physical:
Massacre and mutilation
Deprivation of livelihood (starvation, Exposure, ctc.—often by
deportation)
Slavery—exposure to death
Biological:
Separation of families
Sterilization
Destruction of foetus
Cultural:
Desecration and destruction of cultural symbols (books, objects of
art, religious relics, etc.)
Loot
Destruction of cultural leadership
Destruction of cultural centers {cities, churches, monasterices,
schools, libraries)
Prohibition of cultural activities or codes of behavior
Forceful conversion
Demoralization
4, The Genocidists
Responsibility
Intent
Motivation
Feelings of guilt
Demoralization
Attitude towards victim group
Opposition to genocide within genocidist group
5. Propaganda
Rationalization of crime
Appeal to popular beliefs and intolerance; sowing discord (divide and
rule)
Misrepresentation and deceit
Intimidation
6. Responses of victim group
Active:
Submission Polit. subordination
Escape (suicide, hiding, etc.)  Assimilation
Disguise Resistance
Emigration (planned) Demoralization
Passive (emotional, mental)
Terror
Conceptions of genocidist and his crimes
7. Responses of outside groups
Opposition to genocide
Indifference to «
Condonement of «
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Collaboration in «
Demoralization (exploitation of genocide situation)
Fear as potential victims
8. Aftermath
Cultural losses
Population changes
Economic dislocations
Material and moral deterioration
Political consequences
Social and cult. changes

In the next folder, Box 8, Folder 12, Lemkin evokes examples of geno-
cide drawn from the Americas, where he puts into practice and continu-
ously deploys the categories of analysis of the diagrammatic summary.
Notable here is that Lemkin does not exculpate the colonizers in terms of
death by illness. In “Spanish Treatment of South American Indians Essay,
n.d.,” Lemkin, drawing in particular on the observations of Las Casas,
successively evokes “Methods of Genocide—Physical,” which include mas-
sacre, slavery, and deprivation of livelihood; family life was disregarded,
bread made of root-meal was often the only food; when the slaves fell sick,
they were left to die or at best sent home. The treatment of Indian women
constituted an aspect of biological genocide, the “death of the race.” Slave
mothers, exhausted with hunger and fatigue, could not nurse their babics.
Children were not infrequently carried off by the Spanish; some Indian
women were not only violated indiscriminately but also taken to “fill the
Harems of the Spanish colonists.” In terms of physical genocide, the popu-
lation of the islands catastrophically fell. In the Bahamas, the population
dropped from fifty thousand to nearly zero. The population of Nicaragua
was almost entirely wiped out; in fourteen years more than six hundred
thousand had died as beasts of burden. Lemkin says Las Casas claimed
that the total of Indians killed in Spanish America exceeded twenty mil-
lion, Lemkin adds that this number does not include those who died from
overwork, the slaves killed in the mines, or the Indians killed during active
combat, nor the prisoners who were executed.

Cultural genocide could occur in many ways. Cultural centers were
destroyed. Religion was important. Lemkin refers to the “subtle kind of
cultural genocide” committed by the Spanish missions that abounded in
Mexico, California, Louisiana, and elsewhere. He notes that “while most
of the Indians may not have been converted by actual force, it may well
be assumed that they had little idea of either Christianity or the life and
burdens in store for them after baptism.” Once they yielded to the admoni-
tions of the fathers, their fate was sealed; they could no longer escape from
the reach of the church, or the mission. The missionaries, for example in
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a church in San Francisco, gave mass in Latin and Spanish, and made no
effort to learn the native tongue. Corporal punishment was inflicted on In-
dians of both sexes who failed in their religious duties; if an Indian escaped
from the mission village, he was brought back by soldiers and lashed.

Continuing to apply his method, Lemkin evokes and gives examples of
other categories of genocide—from economic to political. There was loot-
ing and pillaging of Indian wealth. There was destruction of Indian leader-
ship in the murder of one chief or king after another. Under the heading of
“Responsibility,” he argues that with few exceptions the colonists of New
Spain were guilty of genocide: “the colonists were guilty on all counts.” The
colonists and their supporters at court in Spain firmly resolved to frustrate
all efforts at stopping the genocide, including not enforcing the royal orders
against slavery and other abuses, and keeping vital information from the
king; wherever they could, the colonists and their metropolitan supporters
tried to frustrate the efforts of Las Casas to gain a hearing in Spain.

Lemkin then discusses further genocidal aspects of Spanish coloniza-
tion under headings like “Motivation,” including a mordant account of the
motives of Columbus, which included not only greed for gold and riches
but also a desire, stated to Queen Isabella, to convert the masses of the
Orient to Catholicism. He is highly critical of Columbus and the historical
example he set for the future of colonization in the Americas:

Afrer his discovery of the West Indies and the first flush of excitement at finding
such peaceful and friendly natives in a charming country, Columbus hardened
to become a model to the later colonists. He may have been disappointed at not
discovering the riches he had hoped for. At any rate he mismanaged his colony
and tolerated all kinds of genocidal crimes. To atone for the growing stories of
poor discoveries and of his mismanagement, he sent Indian slaves to Spain. Na-
tives to him constituted the principal wealth of the island and he wanted to im-
press the crown with them and derive a profit in turn. Thus he set the infamous
example for what was to become the shame and scandal of Spanish conquest in
the New World . ..

Lemkin suggests an aspect of colonization and imperial domination of others
(upon which Hannah Arendt also reflected): “the impact of sudden wealth
and power” leads to the demoralization or degeneration of the moral stan-
dards of the Europeans—the colonizers, the conquerors, the genocidists.?”
Nevertheless, Lemkin does not present the motivations and ethical
thinking of the genocidist group as uniform, and here his discussions are
indeed subtle and far-reaching for the general history of European coloniz-
ing, with implications for the ethical conduct and capacities of humanity
itself. In particular, he distinguishes between metropolitan society and co-
lonial settlers. In terms of relationships between the European metropole
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and colonies across the seas, Lemkin observes under the heading “Opposi-
tion from Within” that the Spanish government never authorized slavery in
New Spain. In 1500, Queen Isabella ordered governor Bobadilla to respect
the liberty and safety of the Indians, but Bobadilla, who had many Indian
slaves, paid no attention to the royal order. In the face of such persistent vi-
olation of the crown’s orders, Queen Isabella instituted a new system called
encomienda, which was to take the place of the notorious slave system and
serve for the protection as well as the voluntary and peaceful conversion of
the Indians to Christianity. However, the colonists quickly took advantage
of the new situation, using encomienda as a cloak for renewed slavery,
now rendered more odious by the hypocrisy involved. Lemkin generalizes
sociologically that genocide is “largely a function of interest,” and that
particular groups, while enforcing genocide against one group or a number
of groups, will declare themselves opponents of genocide against another
group or other groups. Queen Isabella, he reflects, while she became a pa-
tron of the Indians and sought to protect their liberty and welfare against
colonial abuses, had herself “just committed outrageous genocide against
the Moors of Spain, both physical and cultural.”

Lemkin argues that the relationship between oppressor and victim in
history is always unstable. He points to the “strange transformation of
genocidal victim into genocidists,” as with the Protestant Germans, who
had left Europe because of cultural genocide directed against them, but had
then perpetrated physical genocide in Venezuela for profit. Once persecuted
as heretics, the Germans who now colonized Venezuela in the sixteenth
century “were no less cruel than the Spanish.” Nonetheless, Lemkin warns
against perceiving either genocide or opposition to genocide as “motivated
purely by selfish considerations, or group loyalties,” for there is often the
surprising appearance of individuals whose opposition goes beyond per-
sonal or group interest or who ignore such interests entirely: “Thus Las
Casas went much beyond the ordinary ecclesiastic opposition to genocide
in the Indies; he preached a doctrine of humanitarianism which was actu-
ally beyond the values of his own time.” Perhaps, I thought as I read this
salute to Las Casas, we can say the same of Lemkin himself in his passion-
ate intellectual and legal opposition to genocide in history.

Lemkin then considers the Spanish colonization of the Americas in
terms of his other categories: Rationalization and Misrepresentation (the
Indians possessed, says Lemkin, a “high degree of culture” in such places
as Yucatan, Mexico, and Peru, but the early Spanish conquerors spread
stories among the people of Spain that the Indians were subhuman and
cannibalistic; Las Casas’s reputation was “constantly sullied by those who
wished to protect the cause of genocide”). He discusses Responses of Vic-
tims (submission, escape, family and mass suicide, resistance, dread of
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Christianity). There is also an essay here on Yucatan in which again Lem-
kin’s analysis carries out his wide-ranging method of genocide research,
outlining through various categories the destruction and death of a whole
way of life, of the foundations of a group’s existence.

Recurring Features

In Subseries I, Box 7, Folder 2, in a typescript essay defining the “Nature
of Genocide,” Lemkin observes that the “techniques of physical genocide
have repeated themselves through history.” Such recurring techniques in-
clude “mass mutilations” as an “essential element of the crime of geno-
cide.” Another recurring technique is evident in the Spanish treatment of
the Moriscos: their deportation from Spain where they were loaded on
ships in “unbearable sun,” with thousands dying from sunstroke. He com-
pares this technique of deportation under lethal sun to the deportation and
forced march of 1,200,000 Armenians, with only ten per cent surviving.
Another recurring technique in terms of biological genocide is an attack on
the family, with the separation of men and women and the taking away of
the opportunity of procreation; Lemkin here refers to situations that have
variously involved Turks, Quakers, Greceks, Slavs, Albigenses, and Hugue-
nots. Another recurring technique is the transfer of children: “The children
can be taken away from a given group for the purpose of educating them
within the framework of another human group, racial, religious, national
or ethnical.” In this regard, Lemkin cites many instances in history, the
Huguenots, Albigenses, Turkey; Jewish children were transferred in Rus-
sia under the Tsars.2! He also includes the genocide of political groups as a
recurrent feature.

In Series 111, Subseries I, Folder 7, Lemkin expands on the theme of the
removal of children in history. He quotes from a lecture given by a Profes-
sor A.N. Tairintanes, Faculty of Law, Athens University, on the occasion
of the inauguration of the Save the Children Campaign, Athens, 29 May
1949. In the reign of Sultan Selim and afterwards, Turkish abductors, their
ears plugged so that the wailings of the bereaved mothers would not reach
their hearts, entered Greek villages to take children. In the twentieth cen-
tury, Communist guerrillas have taken away Greek children, some 28,000
of them in northern Greece, and removed them behind the iron curtain.

Death through illness, hunger, and disease may be recurring features,
and the colonizers cannot be considered blameless, as if they are mere by-
standers. Lemkin in Folder 10 of Series III, Subseries I raises the issue of
genocide and disease. Referring to Collier’s Indians of the Americas, Lem-
kin argues that the bringing of Indians into settlements was censurable as
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genocide inasmuch as this social dislocation, the removal of the Indians from
their own lands, exposed them to epidemic diseases due to overcrowding,.
Lemkin points to the difficulty of establishing intention. In Folder 10
there is a copy of a handwritten letter, originally in the British Museum,
from Geo. Croghan, Fort Pitt, April 1763 to His Excellency Sir Jeffery Am-
herst. Along with the quoting from this notorious letter urging the spreading
of smallpox among “this Execrable Race,” there is a note by Lemkin: “In-
formation to be checked at the British Museum.” He requests a researcher
to find out if the plan had ever been carried out and if there were any other
plans by the B}‘itish at the time for mass extermination. Lemkin suggests
here that even if a genocidal intention can be established, research still has
to cqnﬁrm that it was carried out, reminding one of Claude Rawson’s dis-
tincnqn in God, Gulliver and Genocide (2001) between a velleity that does
not wish to be acted on and a desire that does seek historical realization. 2

North America

Reading over the Research Index Cards in Subseries 3, Box 9, Folders 1-
21, dated 1948/49, we can see Lemkin focusing on aspects of genocide
perpeFrated by the English, French, and postindependence Americans that
constitute a comprehensive historical process over a number of centu-
ries, including deep into the nineteenth century: dispossessing indigenous
p?oples pf their land (with or without permission of central authorities),
kidnapping, enslavement, removal, and deportation often involving forced
rparches, taking of children, disease through overcrowding on reserva-
tions with inadequate food and medicine, self-destruction brought on by
introduction and sale of liquor, curtailing and deprivation of legal rights,
C}lltural genocide (as in re-education of children in boarding schools, cut-
ting off of braids, forbidding of native languages, prohibitions on Indian
culture and banning of religious ceremonies, forcing children to become
Christians), and mass death.
~ On a card entitled “North American Indians—Enslavement,” Lem-
kin links slavery with cultural genocide: “Slavery may be called cultural
genocide par excellence. It is the most effective and thorough method
of destroying a culture, and of de-socializing human beings” (Card 11).
Lemkin here refers to slavery in New England with captives taken in the
Pequot War, in Massachusetts, New Plymouth, and Connecticut; also
sla_very in the mid-seventeenth century of Indians in Virginia, North Car-
olina, and Maryland.
‘ In Box 9, Folder 12 of Series III, Subseries 3, Lemkin makes an inter-
esting distinction between “cultural change” and “cultural genocide.” The
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Indians were forced to accept, after the loss of their hunting grounds, “the
economic and social system of the white man,” and such may be referred to
as “cultural change” of a “radical and perhaps inhumane type (considering
the misery of the generations undergoing the change).” Such severe cultural
change only “becomes cultural genocide (and physical genocide)” when no
adequate measures were taken to facilitate the charge from nomadic to
agricultural life, with the Indians through cession and warfare being left
“landless and foodless.”

Even when (Lemkin notes in the same place) Indian peoples were al-
ready “agriculturalized,” as with the five Southern tribes, there was “forc-
ible removal to western territory under deplorable conditions,” which was
both “cultural and physical genocide™ “There was here no question of
purchasing uncultivated land and of ‘civilizing’ the Indian. The only intent
was the expulsion of the Indian to make room for whites.” I consider the
distinction between cultural change and cultural genocide below.

In Box 9, Folder 12 of Series III, Subseries 3, on a card entry entitled
“Collier. Cultural Genocide Against Plains Indians,” Lemkin refers to the
use of “concentration camps” as part of the white attempts to defeat them,
which also included starvation and systematic slaughtering of food sources
like the buffalo. The deployment of the term “concentration camps” is in-
teresting if we think of Hannah Arendt’s contention that a distinguishing
feature of twentieth-century totalitarianisms, of the Nazis and Stalin’s Rus-
sia, is the presence not just of the detention but the concentration camp;
in the concentration camp, Arendt argued passionately, an attack is made
on the existential conditions necessary for human life: “a present in which
to think, a space in which to act,” an enforced denial of the spatial and
temporal requirements of freedom.?* For Arendt, the concentration camp
represented an unprecedented attack on human freedom in modernity, an
unprecedented total dominion over human life. For Lembkin, it would ap-
pear from such references to North American colonization, concentration
camps and their constituent total dominion were a recurring feature of
historical genocide, including the history of Western colonialism.*

Lemkin’s cards present harrowing reading. Such is particularly so in
Lemkin’s evocation of the forced removal and deportations of Indians,
who always mourned the loss of their homelands. Series 3, Subseries 3,
Box 9, Folder 14 refers, for example, to the deportation of the Cherokee
from Georgia. The Choctaw deportation of the early 1830s involved great
suffering, including a deportation insisted on by the authorities in win-
ter, with Lemkin commenting: “I do not understand why they were not
made to leave in the spring or summer.” Many deportees, poorly clad, died
from exposure, demoralization, and cholera. Lemkin points out that the
Choctaw were deeply soil-bound and unwilling to emigrate. In the Creek
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removal, warrior prisoners were chained together in a ninety-mile march,
the warriors followed by the old and infirm, in intense heat, with infec-
tious diseases rampant; the sick were transported on overcrowded boats,
There was destitution and misery. Lemkin observes that physical genocide
was carried out on the remaining Creeks. While the Creek warriors were
enlisted for service against the Seminole, their families remained east in
“concentration camps”: again the use of a term usually associated with the
kind of twentieth-century phenomenon Lemkin himself studied at length.

Cultural Change and Cultural Genocide

The New York Public Library contains material from Lemkin that seems
to refer to his thinking about genocide in the middle or latter 1950s. In an
essay “Introduction to the Study of Genocide,” in Reel 3, Box 2, Folder 1,
from which I have already quoted for my second epigraph and that appears
to be a description of his project for a grant or for a publisher, Lemkin
characteristically defines genocide in a wide-ranging way. It is an “organic
concept of multiple influences and consequences,” and has “always existed
in history”™: “genocide followed humanity through history and .. . the last
centuries have been particularly abundant in genocide cases.” In a sec-
tion entitled “Scope of Project,” Lemkin again lists the “categories” that
constitute his methodology for the still-unfinished book (including “Psy-
chosociological reactions” of Victims, Perpetrators, and Outside World),
and outlines his chapter plan, with chapter headings for a section entitled
Modern Times where he instates “Tasmanians” and, in pencil, “Natives of
Australia,” as well as “Maoris of NZ.”? There is an essay here of some one
hundred typed pages on American Indians and genocide.

There are also extended and careful observations on the distinction
between cultural change and cultural genocide. In Reel 3, Box 2, Folder
1, Lemkin writes that cultural genocide “must not be confused with the
gradual changes a culture may undergo,” occurring “by means of the con-
tinuous and slow adaptation of the culture to new situations,” where a very
common type of adaptation is to “outside influences” and the “assimila-
tion of certain foreign culture traits.” Lemkin refers to such adaptation as
“the process of cultural diffusion,” and then asks: “What then is the exact
distinction between diffusion and genocide?” His answer is that genocide
involves complete and violent change, “that is, the destruction of a cul-
ture . ., the premeditated goal of those committing cultural genocide.” In
the section Lemkin entitled “Scope of the Project,” he refers to the “basic
changes” that have occurred in societies “through the gradual disintegra-
tion of culture and through the cultural exhaustion of various societies.”
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Again, genocide is only involved when there are “surgical operations on
cultures and deliberate assassination of civilizations.”

In his “Introduction to the Study of Genocide,” Lemkin refers to his
aim of examining in the projected book the “etiology and the reasons moti-
vating the crime of genocide” in different historical periods and in different
cultures. He thinks cultural anthropology will play a part in explaining the
ways genocide can be “explained as resulting from a cultural conflict,” for
example in the “encounter between migratory nomadic societies and sed-
entary ones.”?¢ Such an observation could be applied to the way migratory
nomadic societies of the Spanish and British Empires, the white colonizers/
migrants coming from afar, across the seas, from 1492 onwards, invaded
the lands of “sedentary” indigenous groups in the Americas or Australia,
sedentary within their particular territories and nations and civilizations
even if as traditional peoples they moved about within those territories;
their homes, for example in Australia or North America, may not have
been individual houses, but their territories were nevertheless their seden-
tary world, involving profound attachment to and imbrication in a nurtur-
ing cosmos.?’

Cosmos is a term Lemkin himself deploys. In Reel 3, Box 2, Folder
1, he writes that the philosophy of the Genocide Convention is based on
the “formula of the human cosmos”: “This cosmos consists of four basic
groups: national, racial, religious and ethnic.” Such groups are to be pro-
tected by the convention “not only by reasons of human compassion but
also to prevent draining the spiritual resources of mankind.”

Conclusions

We can only mourn the fact that Lemkin’s manuscript writings were not
published as he hoped, for in them the inherent and constitutive relation-
ship between genocide and settler-colonialism is argued strongly, given
subtle, intricate methodological form, and brought descriptively to life.?* In
the ways he formulates his theory and presents his historical consciousness
of crimes against humanity, Lemkin was concerned that humanity should
establish a duty of care to all the world’s peoples and cultures, as when he
writes that the loss of the culture of any disintegrated or crippled group,*to
employ his own metaphors, is a loss to world culture, to the human cos-
mos; or when in his autobiography he avers that from his time as a refugee
fleeing Poland, he wished his life to proceed by “enlarging the concept of
my world-awareness, or rather of the oneness of the world.”*® A notion of
world culture necessitates a notion of world history: that is what Lemkin’s
unfinished and unpublished book somberly promised to the world.
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Lemkin certainly does not posit a comforting narrative of progress for
the Christian West. He writes in the preface to Axis Rule that the extremely
inhuman treatment in occupied Europe of the Jews promoted the “anti-
Christian idea” of the inequality of human beings and of German racial su-
periority.3! Yet in the historical examples he mentions in both his published
and unpublished work, there are appalling instances of Christian persecu-
tion of Jews, Moors, and those regarded as the wrong kind of Christian.
Further, when discussing in his unpublished essay “Introduction to the
Study of Genocide” (in New York Public Library, Lemkin papers, Reel 3,
Box 2, Folder 1) how to explain why genocide might occur in history, he
feels that in situations of “conflict of cultures,” for example the encounter
between “migratory nomadic societies and sedentary ones,” such conflict
was “particularly violent when the ideas of the absolute appeared in the
course of the encounter of various religions.” Here Lemkin seems to be
suggesting that monotheism in history is particularly productive of violence
including genocidal violence.

Lemkin is also clearly profoundly uneasy about Western law, in par-
ticular, that throughout the 1930s it did not include provision for crimes
against the destruction of human groups. He always regretted that the
1933 Madrid conference did not enact his proposals in international law.
Had his proposals been ratified by the countries represented there, the new
laws could have inhibited the rise of Nazism by declaring attacks upon
national, religious, and ethnic groups as international crimes and that the
perpetrators of such crimes could be indicted whenever they appeared on
the territory of one of the signatory countries.>?

We ignore Lemkin’s wide-ranging definition of genocide, inherently
linked with colonialism, at our peril. In his autobiography, he wrote: “Af-
ter a war is lost, a nation may rebuild its technical and financial resources,
and may start a new life. But those who have been destroyed in genocide
have been lost for ever. While the losses of war can be repaired, the losses
of genocide are jrreparable.”®® Lemkin’s definition can stir us to the un-
derstanding and passion we need to oppose the genocidal destruction of
groups and collectivities that will continue to occur in history as a perma-
nent potential of what human groups do to other human groups.
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— Chapter 4 -

STRUCTURE AND EVENT

Settler Colonialism, Time, and the
Question of Genocide

Patrick Wolfe

A Logic of Elimination

Introducing his first collection in this series, Dirk Moses had favorable
things to say about the term “logic of elimination,” which I coined som e
years ago to express the essential characteristic of the settler-colonial proj <
ect.' I offered this term, rather than “genocide,” to mark both the speci-
ficity of settler colonialism and its positive dimensions, in particular the
multifarious procedures whereby settler-colonial societies have sought Ty
eliminate the problem of indigenous heteronomy through the bioculturyy
assimilation of indigenous peoples. Whatever else one may wish to say-
about this approach, it does seem to beg the question of genocide. TllL;S
Moses took it as one among a number of alternative approaches to thy o
historical analysis of genocide.? Gratifying though it is, therefore, his exy _
dorsement is also a calling to account. Why add to our conceptual vy _
qbulary? Does the logic of elimination express anything significant thy ar
is not already encompassed in genocide? Such questions are of much mo - o
than academic significance. Genocide is a crime under international laxa,
the crime of crimes, with sanctions and penalties to match, so playing f“\S;
and loose with its definition could fatally diminish the redress available ¢ |
its victims. By the same token, our attempts to understand genocide, like
attempts to understand other global scourges, are valuable to the exfeyy
that they offer the possibility of prevention. Genocide must go the way ¢
smallpox. That is why we study it. |
Moses favored my approach because, to him at least, it suggested a We iy (|
into the question of genocidal agency that avoids both the Scylla of reify .~
social systems and the Charybdis of spontanecous individual volunmrigh:
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The logic of elimination is a primary motivation or agenda of settler colo-
nialism that distinguishes it from other forms of colonialism, such as chat-
tel slavery on the US model or franchise colonialism on the British-India
model. Whereas the latter depend on native labor, settler colonialism is first
and foremost a territorial project, whose priority is replacing natives on
their land rather than extracting an economic surplus from mixing their la-
bor with it. Within a given colonial society, different colonial relationships
usually coexist. In the US, for instance, Indians were generally cleared from
their land rather than being put to work on it, to be replaced by enslaved
Black people who provided the labor to be mixed with the land. In Austra-
lia, something comparable could be said about the relationship between co-
erced convict labor and Aboriginal dispossession in the south, or about the
role of indentured Pacific Islander labor in the northeast. Thus settler colo-
nialism has both negative and positive dimensions. Negatively, it strives for
the dissolution of native societies. Positively, it erects a new colonial society
on the expropriated land base. As [ put it, settler-colonizers come to stay—
invasion is a structure not an event.’ In its positive aspect, elimination is an
organizing principle of settler-colonial society, rather than a one-off (and
superseded) occurrence. In the wake of the crudely homicidal elimination-
ism of the frontier, settler societies characteristically devise a number of
often coexistent strategies to eliminate the threat posed by the survival in
their midst of irregularly dispossessed social groups who were constituted
prior to and independently of the normative basis on which settler society
is established.® These strategies include expulsion and other forms of geo-
graphical sequestration, as well as programs of incorporation that seek to
efface the distinguishing criteria—biology, culture, mode of production,
religion, etc.—whereby native difference is constructed in settler discourse.
Positively, therefore, the outcomes of the logic of elimination can include
officially encouraged miscegenation, the breaking down of native title into
alienable individual freeholds, native citizenship, child abduction, religious
conversion, and a whole range of cognate biocultural assimilations. All
these strategies, including frontier homicide, are characteristic of settler
colonialism. Some of them are more controversial in genocide studies than
others.

These eliminatory strategies all reflect the centrality of land, which is
not merely a component of settler society but its basic precondition. No
amount of good intentions or improved racial theorizing can alter this fun-
damental fact if they are not accompanied by territorial (re-)cession. So long
as it persists with its claim to colonial territory, therefore, the metropolitan
power cannot distance itself from the ostensibly unauthorized activities of
frontier land grabbers. The logic of elimination unites the diplomatic nice-
ties of the law of nations and the maverick rapine of the squatters’ posse
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within a cohesive project that implicates individual and nation-state, of-
ficial and unofficial alike. This, I think, is what Moses found appealing in
the approach:

schema” too static and unable to account for historical change, in particular
for “how and why the settler-colonial system radicalizes from assimilation
to destruction.”” I do not wish to defend my approach for the mere sake of it,

In their clamor for government protection and the implementation of extermi-
natory policies, the Europeans on the frontier articulated the logic of the colo-
nization process in its most pure form: driven by international marker forces,
they seized the land of Aboriginal groups without compensation or negotiation,
and excluded them from their sources of food. A struggle for survival ensued
in which, from the European perspective at the time, the Aborigines had to be
subdued, and, if necessary, exterminated. For if the settlers did not get their way
and were forced to abandon the land, the economic system would collapse and
WiFh it the colonization project itself. In these circumstances, the structure or
objective implication of the process became consciously incarnated in its agents,
and this is the moment when we can obsetve the development of the specific
genocidal intention that satisfies the UN definition.

This excerpt expresses something of the structural complexity of settler
colonialism. Frontier individuals’ “clamor for government protection” not
only. presupposed a commonality—based on incessantly refurbished dis-
cursive elements such as race, nation, civilization, etc.—between the private
and official realms. In most cases (Queensland was a partial exception), it
a.lso Presupposed a global chain of command linking remote colonial fron-
tiers to London. Behind it all lay the driving engine of international market
f(.)rces, which linked Australian wool to Yorkshire mills and, complementa-
rily, to cotton produced under different colonial conditions in India, Egypt,
and the slave states of the Deep South. As Cole Harris put it in relation to
the dispossession of Indians in British Columbia, “combine capital’s inter-
est in uncluttered access to land and settlers’ interest in land as livelihood,
and the principal momentum of settler colonialism comes into focus.” The
Industrial Revolution, misleadingly figuring in popular consciousness as
an autochthonous metropolitan phenomenon, required colonial land and
labor to produce its raw materials just as centrally as it required metropoli-
tan factories and an industrial proletariat to process them, whereupon the
colonies were further required as a market.

In its modern (which is to say, post-Columbian) form, the settler-colo-
nial logic of elimination partakes of the structural complexity of the global
system, reconciling individual motivations to the overarching imperatives of
statecraft and capitalist expansion. Yet this is not the only sense in which I
term it a structure rather than an event. As already suggested, in addition
to its complexity as a social formation, settler-colonial discourse is continu-
ous over time. In this regard, I find Moses’s reading of my approach too
limited to the frontier. There is irony in this, since he finds my “structuralist

but it seems to me that some important issues for the relationship of settler
colonialism and genocide are involved. First, I detect an implicit teleology in
the assumption that settler colonialism will radicalize from assimilation to
destruction rather than, say, the other way around. Second, I regard assimi-
lation as itself a form of destruction. Third, the confinement of eliminatory
discourse to frontier homicide limits the equivalence between genocide and
settler colonialism to the settler-colonial strategy in which that equivalence
is most straightforwardly manifest. This inhibits—possibly even precludes—
investigation of the relationship between genocide and other eliminatory
strategies that are characteristically deployed in settler-colonial societies.
With apologies for pushing my own barrow, therefore, I feel bound to insist
that my account explicitly set out to situate the changing historical modali-
ties of the logic of elimination in both Australia and the US. In Australia, this
logic subtends the overlapping historical phases that I term confrontation,
confinement, and assimilation, the latter phase extending into the present
in the form of the deceptively emancipatory provisions of native title legisla-
tion. In the US, a strikingly similar set of strategies is somewhat complicated
by the even-more deceptive construction of Indian sovereignty presupposed
in measures such as allotment and tribal registration.? In short, the logic of
elimination not only refers to the summary liquidation of indigenous people,
though it includes that. It also refers to a structural feature of settler-colo-
nial society that is historically continuous. It is in both foregoing senses—as
a complex social formation and as a continuity through time—that settler
colonization is a structure rather than an event, and it is on this basis that |
shall consider its relationship to genocide.’

The Tide of History

To start at the top, with the European sovereigns who laid claim to the ter-
ritories of non-Christian (or, in later secularized versions, uncivilized) in-
habitants of the rest of the world: justifications for this claim were derived
from a disputatious arena of scholarly controversy that had been prompted
by European conquests in the Americas and is misleadingly referred to,
in the singular, as the doctrine of discovery."” Though a thoroughgoing
diminution of native entitlement was axiomatic to discovery, the discourse
was primarily addressed to relations between European sovereigns rather
than to relations between Europeans and natives." Competing theoreti-
cal formulas were designed to restrain the endless rounds of war-making
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over claims to colonial territory that European sovereigns were so prone
to indulge in. The rights accorded to natives tended to reflect the balance
between European powers in any given theater of colonial settlement. In
Australia, for instance, where British dominion was effectively unchal-
lenged by other European powers, Aborigines were accorded no rights to
their territory, informal variants on the theme of terra nullius (pace Henry
Reynolds) being taken for granted in settler culture. In North America,
by contrast, treaties between Indian and European nations were premised
on a sovereignty that reflected Indians’ capacity to permute local alliance
networks from among the rival Spanish, British, French, Dutch, Swedish,
and (in the west) Russian presences.!

' _Even where native sovereignty was recognized, however, ultimate do-
minion over the territory in question was held to inhere in the European
sovereign in whose name it had been “discovered.” Through all the diver-
sity among the theorists of discovery, a constant theme is the clear dis-
tmctlon'between dominion, which inhered in European sovereigns alone,
and natives’ right of occupancy, also expressed in terms of possession or
usufruct, which entitled natives to pragmatic use (understood as hunting
ar.1d gathering rather than agriculture)'® of a territory that Europeans had
dlscov§red. The distinction between European dominion and native occu-
pancy illuminates both the inclusive cohesion of the settler-colonial project
and its groundedness in the elimination of native societies.

.Through being the first European to visit and properly claim a given
territory, a discoverer acquired the right, on behalf of his sovereign and vis a
vis other Europeans who came after him, to buy land from the natives. This
'rlght, known as preemption, gave the discovering power (or, in the US case,
Its successors) a monopoly over land transactions with the natives, who were
prevented from disposing of their land to any other European power. On the
fa'ce of it, this would seem to pose little threat to people who did not wish to
dispose of their land to anyone. Indeed, this semblance of native voluntarism
hfls provided scope for some limited judicial magnanimity in regard to In-
d}:lﬂ sovereignty." In practice, however, the corollary did not apply. Preemp-
ton sanctioned European priority but not indigenous freedom of choice.
As Harvey Rosenthal observed of the concept’s extension into the US con-
stitutional environment, “the American right to buy always superseded the
Indian right not to sell.”!s The mechanisms of this priority are crucial. Why
should ostensibly sovereign nations, residing in territory solemnly guaran-
teed to them by treaties, decide that they are willing, after all, to surrender
their ancestral homelands? More often than not (and nearly always up to the
wars with the Plains Indians, which did not take place until after the Civil
War), the agency that reduced Indian peoples to this abjection was not the
US Cavalry or some other official instrument, but irregular, greed-crazed
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invaders who had no intention of allowing the formalities of federal law to
impede their access to the riches available in, under, and on Indian soil.' If
the government notionally held itself aloof from such disreputable proceed-
ings, however, it was never far away. Consider, for instance, the complicity
between bayonet-wielding troops and the “lawless rabble” in this account of
events immediately preceding the eastern Cherokee’s catastrophic “Trail of
Tears,” one of many comparable 1830s removals whereby Indians from the
southeast were displaced west of the Mississippi to make way for the devel-
opment of the slave-plantation economy in the Deep South:

Families at dinner were startled by the sudden gleam of bayonets in the doorway
and rose up to be driven with blows and oaths along the weary miles of trail
that led to the stockade [where they were held prior to the removal itsclf]. Men
were scized in their fields or going along the road, women were taken from their
wheels and children from their play. In many cascs, on turning for one last look
as they crossed the ridge, they saw their homes in flames, fired by the lawless
rabble that followed on the heels of the soldiers to loot and pillage. So keen were
these outlaws on the scent that in some instances they were driving off the cattle
and other stock of the Indians almost before the soldiers had fairly started their
owners in the other direction. Systematic hunts were made by the same men for
Indian graves, to rob them of the silver pendants and other valuables deposited
with the dead. A Georgia volunteer, afterward a colonel in the Confederate
service, said: “I fought through the civil war and have scen men shot to picces
and slaughtered by thousands, but the Cherokee removal was the cruclest work
I ever knew.”"’

On the basis of this passage alone, the structural complexity of settler co-
lonialism could sustain libraries of elaboration. A global dimension to the
frenzy for native land is reflected in the fact that, as economic immigrants,
the rabble were generally drawn from the ranks of Europe’s landless. The
cattle and other stock were not only being driven off Cherokee land; they
were being driven into private ownership. Once evacuated, the Red man’s
land would be mixed with Black labor to produce cotton, the white gold
of the Deep South. To this end, the highest echelons of the formal state ap-
paratus fused seamlessly with the disorderly pillaging of a nomadic horde
who may or may not have been “lawless,” but who were categorically
W hite. Moreover, in their indiscriminate lust for any value that could be
extracted from the Cherokee’s homeland, these racialized grave-robbers
are unlikely to have stopped at the pendants. The burgeoning science of
craniology, which provided a distinctively post-eighteenth-century vali-
dation for their claim to a racial superiority that entitled them to other
people’s lands, made Cherokee skulls too marketable a commodity to be
overlooked.” In its endless multidimensionality, there was nothing singu-
lar about this one sorry removal, which all of modernity attended.
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sharp secondary synopsis of it, “the Rwandan genocide was the product
of a postcolonial state, a racialist ideology, a revolution claiming demo-
cratic legitimation, and war—all manifestations of the modern world.”?!
The mutual Hutu/Tutsi racialization on which this “post” colonial ideol-
ogy was based was itself an artifice of colonialism. In classic Foucauldian
style, the German and, above all, Belgian overlords who succeeded each
other in modern Rwanda had imposed a racial grid on the complex native
social order, co-opting the pastoral Tutsi aristocracy as a comprador elite
who facilitated their exploitation of the agriculturalist Hutu and lower-
order Tutsis. This racial difference was elaborated “by Belgian adminis-
trators and anthropologists who argued—in what came to be known as
the ‘Hamitic Hypothesis’—that the Tutsi were conquerors who had origi-
nated in Ethiopia (closer to Europe!) and that the Hutu were a conquered
inferior tribe of local provenance.”? Shades of the Franks and the Gauls.
In their inculcation with racial discourse, Rwandans were integrally mod-
ern. Even the hoes with which some Hutus murdered their Tutsi compatri-
ots symbolized the agriculture that not only encapsulated their difference
from their victims. As such, these hoes were also the instruments of the
Hutus’ involvement in the global market.

The issue of race is a constant companion of both genocide and mo-
dernity as a whole. European xenophobic traditions such as antisemitism,
islamophobia, or negrophobia are considerably older than race, which, as
many have shown, became discursively consolidated fairly late in the eigh-
teenth century.’’ But the mere fact that race is a social construct does not
of itself tell us very much. As I have argued, different racial regimes encode
and reproduce the varied relationships of inequality into which Europeans
coerced the populations concerned. For instance, Indians and Black people
in the US have been racialized in opposing ways that reflect their antitheti-
cal roles in the development of US society. Black people’s enslavement pro-
duced an inclusive taxonomy that automatically enslaved the offspring of a
slave and anyone else. In the wake of slavery, this taxonomy became fully
racialized in the “one-drop rule,” whereby any amount of African ancestry,
no matter how remote, and regardless of phenotypical appearance, makes
a person Black. For Indians, in stark contrast, non-Indian ancestry com-
promised their indigeneity, producing “half-breeds,” a regime that persists
in the form of blood-quantum regulations. As opposed to enslaved people,
whose reproduction augmented their owners’ wealth, indigenous people
obstructed settlers’ access to land, so their increase was counterproductive.
In this way, the restrictive racial classification of Indians straightforwardly
furthered the logic of elimination. Thus we cannot simply say that elimina-
tion, genocide, or any other racially framed practice is targeted at a given
race, since a race cannot be taken as given. It is made in the targeting.’
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Black people were racialized as slaves; slavery constituted their blackness _
Correspondingly, the original owners of the land were removed, killed
romanticized, assimilated, fenced in, bred White, and otherwise eliminate i
as Indians. Roger Smith has missed this point in seeking to distinguish
between victims murdered for where they are and victims murdered fo -
who they are.® So far as indigenous people are concerned, where they a re
is who they are, and not by their reckoning alone. As Deborah Bird Ros e
has pointed out, to get in the way of settler colonization, all the native ha g

to do is stay at home. 3

Good, Dead, and Other Indians

The question remains, though: to get in the way of what? We have yer
to come to grips with the insatiable dynamic whereby settler colonialis iy
always needs more land. The answer that springs most readily to mind ig
ag'riculture, though it is not necessarily the only one. The whole range o £
primary sectors can motivate the project. In addition to agriculture, there -
fore, we should think in terms of forestry, fishing, pastoralism, and miniry
(the last straw for the Cherokee was the discovery of gold on their land |y
With the exception of agriculture, however (and, for some peoples, pasto -
ralism,), none of these is sufficient in itself. You cannot eat lumber or gold 5
fishing for the world market requires canneries. Moreover, sooner or later;
miners move on, while forests and fish become exhausted or need t0 be
farmed. Accordingly, while the fact that agriculture springs most readily to
mind no doubt reflects its sovereign place in the Western imaginary (where
it goes on echoing the Neolithic revolution, endlessly re-enacted by Ceres
and Apollo, Cain and Abel, etc.), agriculture is central to settler colonialisty
in an objective sense. It not only supports the other sectors. It is inherently
sedentary and, therefore, permanent. In contrast to excractive industries |
which rely on what happens to be there, agriculture is a rational means/
end calculus that is geared to vouchsafing its own reproduction, generating
capital that projects into a future where it repeats itself (hence the farmer’s
dread of being reduced to eating seed stock). Moreover, as John Locke
never tired of pointing out, agriculture supports a larger population thary
nonsedentary modes of production.’” In settler-colonial terms, this means
t!mt an agricultural population can be expanded by continuing immigra~
tion at the expense of native lands and livelihoods. The inequities, contra~
dictions, and pogroms of metropolitan society ensure a recurrent supply 0
fresh immigrants—especially, as noted, from among the Jandless. In this
way, individual motivations dovetail with the global market’s imperative
for expansion. Through its ceaseless expansion, agriculture (includings for
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this purpose, commercial pastoralism) progressively eats into indigenous
territory, a primitive accumulation that turns native flora and fauna into a
dwindling resource and curtails the reproduction of indigenous modes of
production. In the event, indigenous people are either rendered dependent
on the introduced economy or reduced to the stock raids that provide the
classic pretext for colonial death squads (Moses’s “genocidal moments”).

None of this means that indigenous people are by definition nonagri-
cultural. Whether or not they actually do practice agriculture, however (as
in the case of the Indians who taught Whites to grow corn and tobacco,),
natives are typically represented as unsettled, nomadic, rootless, etc., in
settler-colonial discourse. In addition to its objective economic centrality
to the project, agriculture, with its life-sustaining connectedness to land,
is a potent symbol of settler-colonial identity. Accordingly, settler-colo-
nial discourse is resolutely impervious to glaring aporias such as sedentary
natives or the fact that the settlers themselves have come from somewhere
else. Thus it is significant that the feminized, finance-oriented (or, for that
matter, wandering) Jew of European antisemitic mythology should assert
an aggressively masculine agricultural self-identification in Palestine.*®
The reproach of nomadism renders the native removable. Moreover, if the
natives are not already nomadic, then the reproach can be turned into a
self-fulfilling prophecy through the burning of corn or the uprooting of
olive trees.

But if the natives are already agriculturalists, then why not simply in-
corporate their productivity into the colonial economy? At this point, we
begin to get closer to the question of just who it is (or, more to the point,
who they are) that settler colonialism strives to eliminate—and, accord-
ingly, closer to an understanding of the relationship between settler colo-
nialism and genocide. To stay with the Cherokee removal: when it came to
it, the factor that most antagonized the Georgia state government (with the
at least tacit support of Andrew Jackson’s federal administration) was not
actually the recalcitrant savagery of which Indians were routinely accused,
but the Cherokee’s unmistakable aptitude for civilization. Indeed, they and
their Creek, Choctaw, Chickasaw, and Seminole neighbors, who were also
targeted for removal, figured revealingly as the “Five Civilized Tribes” in
Euro-American parlance. In the Cherokee’s case, two dimensions of their
civility were particularly salient: they had become successful agriculturalists
on the White model, with a number of them owning substantial holdings of
Black slaves, and they had introduced a written national constitution that
bore more than a passing resemblance to the US one.? Why should genteel
Georgians wish to rid themselves of such cultivated neighbors? The reason
why the Cherokee’s constitution and their agricultural prowess stood out
as such singular provocations to the officials and legislators of the state of
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of this campaign was the allotment program, first generalized as Indian
policy in the Dawes Severalty Act of 1887 and subsequently intensified and
extended, whereby tribal land was to be broken down into individual al-
lotments whose proprietors could eventually sell them to White people.
Ostensibly, this program provided for a cultural transformation whereby
the magic of private property ownership would propel Indians from the
collective inertia of tribal membership into the progressive individualism
of the American dream. In practice, not only did Indian numbers rapidly
hit the lowest level they would ever record, but this cultural procedure
turned out to yield a faster method of land transference than the US Cav-
alry had previously provided. In the half century from 1881, the total acre-
age held by Indians in the United States fell by two-thirds, from just over
155 million acres to just over 52 million.5” Needless to say, the coincidence
between the demographic statistics and the landownership ones was no
coincidence. Throughout this process, reformers’ justifications for it (sav-
ing the Indian from the tribe, giving him the same opportunities as the
White man, etc.) repeatedly included the express intention to destroy the
tribe in whole.?® With their land base thus attenuated, US citizenship was
extended to all Indians in 1924. In 1934, under the New Deal Indian Reor-
ganization Act, allotment was abandoned in favor of a policy of admitting
the tribe itself into the US polity, only on the condition that its constitu-
tion be rewritten into structural harmony with its US civic environment.
A distinctive feature of the model constitutions that the Secretary of the
Interior approved for tribes that registered under the 1934 act was blood
quantum requirements, originally introduced by Dawes Act commissioners
to determine which tribal members would be eligible for what kind of allot-
ments.” Under the blood quantum regime, one’s Indianness progressively
declines in accordance with a “biological” calculus that is a construct of
Euro-American culture. ¢ Juanefio/Jaqi scholar Annette Jaimes has termed
this procedure “statistical extermination.”' In sum, the containment of
Indian groups within Euro-American society that culminated in the end of
the frontier produced a range of ongoing complementary strategies, whose
common intention was the destruction of heterodox forms of Indian group-
hood. In the post-World War II climate of civil rights, these strategies were
reinforced by the policies of termination and relocation, held out as liberat-
ing individual Indians from the thralldom of the tribe, whose compound
effects rivaled the disasters of allotment.®* A major difference between this
and the generality of noncolonial genocides is its sustained duration.

I have previously rehearsed the continuity of the logic of elimination
through postfrontier Australian society at some length, and more than
once, 5o I shall leave it as read here.> Nonetheless, it is important to reiter-
ate the fundamentally destructive nature of assimilation programs. In an
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excess of voluntarism that mistakes responsible officials’ (in the main, Paul
Hasluck’s) expressions of intent for the fullness of state activity, Russell
McGregor has asserted that, because officials talked publicly of preparing
Aborigines for assimilation into full membership of mainstream Austra-
lian society, post—-World War II Aboriginal assimilation was cultural as op-
posed to biological and, therefore, not genocidal.* Apart from the fact that
Hasluck-era policy sought to elevate Aborigines from out of their group
and into mainstream Australian society as individuals (a strategy aimed
at eliminating the group), and from the fact that, however it may be ideo-
logically rationalized, child abduction is child abduction, the unexamined
assumption that “culture” and “biology” are discrete categories is unten-
able.55 In the Australian context alone, many scholars apart from myself
have recognized that “the genetic and cultural codes recapitulated each
other.”® To take an example from genocide’s definitional core, Article II
(d) of the UN Convention on Genocide, which seems to have been relatively
overlooked in Australian discussions, includes among the acts that consti-
tute genocide (assuming they are committed with intent to destroy a target
group in whole or in part) the imposition of “measures intended to prevent
births within the group.” Given that child abduction, assuming it is “suc-
cessful”, brings about a situation in which second-generation offspring are
born into a group that is different from the one from which the child/parent
was originally abducted, there is abundant evidence of genocide being prac-
tised in postwar Australia on the basis of Article II (d) alone. Yet it is im-
possible to draw simple either/or lines between culture and biology in cases
such as this. Though a child was physically abducted, the eventual outcome
is as much a matter of a social classification as it is of a body count. None-
theless, the intentional contribution to the demographic destruction of the
“relinquishing” group is unequivocal.

Structural Genocide

Why, then, logic of elimination rather than genocide? As stated at the out-
set, settler colonialism is a specific social formation and it is desirable to
retain that specificity. So far as I can tell, an understanding of settler colo-
nialism would not be particularly helpful for understanding the mass kill-
ings of, say, witches in medieval Europe, Tutsis in Rwanda, enemies of the
people in Cambodia, or Jews in the Nazi fatherland (the Lebensraum is,
of course, another matter). By the same token, with the possible exception
of the witches (whose murders appear to have been built into a great social
transition,) these mass killings would seem to have little to tell us about
the long-run structural consistency of settler colonizers’ attempts to elimi-
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nate native societies. In contrast to the Holocaust, which was endemic to
Nazism rather than to Germany (which was by no means the only—or
even, historically, the most—antisemitic society in Europe) settler colonial-
ism is relatively impervious to regime change. The genocide of American
Indians or of Aboriginal people in Australia has not been subject to elec-
tion results. So why not a special kind of genocide?>—Raymond Evans’ and
Bill Thorpe’s etymologically deft “indigenocide,” for instance,*” or one of
the hyphenated genocides (“cultural genocide,” “ethnocide,” “politicide,”
etc.)® that have variously been proposed? The apparently insurmountable
problem with the qualified genocides is that, in their very defensiveness,
they threaten to undo themselves. They are never quite the real thing,
just as patronizingly hyphenated ethnics are not fully Australian or fully
American. Apart from this categorical problem, there is a historical ba-
sis to the relative diminution of the qualified genocides. This basis is, of
course, the Holocaust—the nonparadigmatic paradigm that, being the
indispensable example, can never merely exemplify. Keeping one eye on
the Holocaust, which is always the unqualified referent of the qualified
genocides, can only disadvantage indigenous people because it discursively
reinforces the figure of lack at the heart of the non-Western. Moreover,
whereas the Holocaust exonerates antisemitic Western nations who were
on the side opposing the Nazis, those same nations have nothing to gain
from their liability for colonial genocides. On historical as well as categori-
cal grounds, therefore, the hyphenated genocides devalue indigenous attri-
tion. No such problem bedevils analysis of the logic of elimination, which,
in its specificity to settler colonialism, is premised on the securing—the
obtaining and the maintaining—of territory.”? This logic certainly requires
the elimination of the owners of that territory, but not in any particular
way. To this extent, it is a larger category than genocide. For instance,
the style of romantic stereotyping that I have termed “repressive authen-
ticity,” which is a feature of settler-colonial discourse in many countries,
is not genocidal in itself, though it eliminates large numbers of empirical
natives from official reckonings and, as such, is often concomitant with
genocidal practice.” Indeed, depending on the historical conjuncture, as-
similation can be a more effective mode of elimination than outright kill-
ing, since it does not involve such a disruptive affront to the rule of law
that is ideologically central to the cohesion of settler society.”! When inva-
sion is recognized as a structure rather than an event, its history does not
stop (or, more to the point, become relatively trivial) when it moves on
from the era of frontier homicide. Rather, narrating that history involves
charting the continuities, discontinuities, adjustments, and departures
whereby a logic that initially informed frontier killing transmutes into dif-
ferent modalities, discourses, and institutional formations as it undergirds
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the historical development and complexification of settler society. This is
not a hierarchical procedure.

Despite these and other advantages that my term seems to offer, how-
ever, in the end I cannot get around Robert Gellately and Ben Kiernan’s
salutary admonition that tampering with the definition of genocide could
lead to some of its victims being found ineligible for redress.”? After all, as
recent Australian experience has shown, there is no shortage of influential
cultural players who are only too willing to deny, distort, and suppress
information on the issue.” Thus the problem becomes one of how to retain
the specificity of settler colonialism without downplaying its impact by
resorting to a qualified genocide. I suggest that, to express settler colo-
nialism’s genocidal dimension, the term “structural genocide” avoids the
questions of degree (and, therefore, of hierarchy among victims) that are
entailed in qualified genocides, while retaining settler colonialism’s struc-
tural induration (it also lets in the witches, whose destruction, as Charles
Zika has shown, was closely linked to the coeval transatlantic destruction
of Native Americans™). Given a historical perspective on structural geno-
cide, we can recognize its being in abeyance (as, mercifully, it seems to be
in contemporary Australia) rather than being a thing of the past—which
is to say, we should guard against the recurrence of what Moses terms
“genocidal moments” (social workers continue to take Aboriginal children
in disproportionate numbers, for example.”) Focusing on structural geno-
cide also enables us to appreciate some of the concrete empirical relation-
ships between spatial removal, mass killings, and biocultural assimilation.
For instance, where there is no space left for removal (as occurred on the
demise of the frontier in the US and Australia, or on the Soviet victory
on Nazi Germany’s eastern front), mass killings or assimilation become
the only eliminatory options available. Under these circumstances, the
resort to mass killings can reflect the proclaimed inassimilability of the
victim group, as in the case of Jews in relation to the “Aryan” blood-
stock.” Correspondingly, assimilation programs can reflect the ideologi-
cal requirements of settler-colonial societies, which characteristically cite
native advancement to establish their egalitarian credentials to potentially
fractious groups of immigrants.”

The demise of the frontier was not, however, a local phenomenon. As
J.A. Hobson and, following him, V.I. Lenin so influentially noted, imperi-
alism had been central to the expansion of industrial capitalism.”® Once the
space for further colonization of the extra-European world had been effec-
tively exhausted, the expanded universe of European imperialism turned
back in on itself, bringing the contest over existing imperial possessions
to the point of world war. Oversimplified as it is (though not thereby inac-
curate), this generalization is enough, for our purposes, to underline the
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crucial point, in relation to settler colonialism and genocide, that Germany
emerged from World War I effectively bereft of overseas imperial posses-
sions. As a number of scholars have noted, the push for German living
space (Lebensraum) in western Poland, which involved clearing that region
of Jewish, Slav, and other supposedly non-German populations, evinced
many of the characteristic features of settler colonialism, in particular mass
killings, removals (until precluded by the Soviets), and the assimilation of
Poles alleged to look like Aryans.” It is important to note that territorial
separation was not involved here. Nothing that I have said about settler
colonialism requires there to be a spatial hiatus (or “blue water”) between
metropole and colony.®” Settler colonization occurs and persists to the ex-
tent that a population sets out to replace another one in its habitation,
regardless of where the colonizing population originated.
How, then, might any of this help to predict and prevent genocide?

Indications

In the first place, it shows us that settler colonialism is an indicator. Un-
palatable though it is (to speak as a member of a settler society), this con-
clusion has a positive aspect, which is a corollary to settler colonialism’s
temporal dimension. Since settler colonialism persists over extended peri-
ods of time, structural genocide should be easier to interrupt than short-
term genocides. For instance, it seems reasonable to credit the belated
UN/Australian intervention in East Timor with warding off the likelihood
of a continued or renewed genocidal program. Realpolitik is a factor, how-
ever. Thus the relief of Timor would not seem to hold out a great deal of
hope for, say, Tibet.

Since settler colonialism is an indicator, it follows that we should moni-
tor situations in which settler colonialism intensifies or in which societies
that are not yet or not fully settler-colonial take on more of its character-
istics. Israel’s progressive dispensing with its reliance on Palestinian labor
would seem to present an ominous case in point.*’ Colin Tatz has argued,
conclusively in my view, that, while Turkish behavior in Armenia, Nazi
behavior in Europe, and Australian behavior toward Aborigines (among
other examples) constitute genocide, the apartheid regime in South Africa
does not. His basic reason is that African labor was indispensable to apart-
heid South Africa, so it would have been counterproductive to destroy it.
The same can be said of African American slavery. In both cases, the geno-
cide tribunal is the wrong court.

The US parallel is significant because, unlike in South Africa, the for-
mal apparatus of oppression (slavery) was overcome but Whites remained
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in power.®? On emancipation, Blacks became surplus to some requirements
and, to that extent, more like Indians. Thus it is highly significant that the
barbarities of lynching and the Jim Crow reign of racial terror should be
a postemancipation phenomenon.?® As valuable commodities, slaves had
only been destroyed in extremis. Even after slavery, Black people contin-
ued to have value as a source of super-cheap labor (providing an incite-
ment to poor Whites), so their dispensability was tempered.** Today in the
US, the blatant racial zoning of large cities and the penal system suggests
that, once a colonized people outlives its utility, settler societies can fall
back on the repertoire of strategies (in this case, spatial sequestration)
whereby they have also dealt with the native surplus. There could hardly
be a more concrete expression of spatial sequestration than the East Je-
rusalem, and West Bank walls. There again, apartheid also relied on se-
questration. Perhaps Colin Tatz, who insists that Israel is not genocidal,*
finds it politic to allow an association between the Zionist and apartheid
regimes as the price of preempting the charge of genocide. It is hard to
imagine that a scholar of his perspicacity can have failed to recognize the
Palestinian resonances of his statement, made in relation to Biko youth,
that “they threw rocks and died for their efforts.”* Nonetheless, as Pales-
tinians become more and more dispensable, East Jerusalem, Gaza and the
West Bank become less and less like Bantustans and more and more like
reservations (or, for that matter, like the Warsaw Ghetto).

All this and more follows, it seems to me, from the recognition that
settler-colonial invasion is a structure rather than an event.
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within the child’s extended family or community,” in Australian Bureau of Statistics,
Australia Now (Canberra, 2004), s. 2, “Australian Social Trends, 2003: Family and
Community-Services: Child Protection.”

Given the matrilineal transmission of {and relative difficulty of conversion to} Judaism,
this factor indicates vigilance in relation to Palestine.

“Assimilated natives would be proof positive that America was an open socicty, where
obedience and accommodation to the wishes of the majority would be rewarded with
social equality.” Hoxie, Final Promise, 34. See also George P Castile, “Indian Sign:
Hegemony and Symbolism in Federal Indian Policy,” in State and Reservation. New
Perspectives on Federal Indian Policy, ed. George D. Castile and Robert L. Bee (Tuc-
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“Slave labor could be analyzed in economic, social, and political terms [in traditiona|
histories,] but free labor was often defined as simply the ending of coercion, not ay
a structure of labor control that needed to be analyzed in its own way.” Thomas C,
Holt, Rebecca J. Scott, and Frederick Cooper, Beyond Slavery: Explorations of Race,
Labor, and Citizenship in Postemancipation Societies (Chapel Hill, NC, 2000), 2-3.
Though he is too scrupulous a scholar not to acknowledge that “Isracli actions may
become near-genocidal.” With Intent to Destroy, 181.

“[Clapital punishment being an unquestioned, routine penalty for chucking stones at
Israelis.” Robert Fisk, The Great War for Civilisation: The Conquest of the Middle
East {London, 2005), 546. Quote in text from Tatz, ibid., 117. I have chosen not ta
patronize Professor Tatz by quoting approvingly from his otherwisc excelleat book, on
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— Chapter 5 -

“CrRIME WITHOUT A NAME”
Colonialism and the Case for “Indigenocide”

Raymond Evans

My father said the truth is a rabbit in a bramble patch. And all
you can do is circle around it and point and say it’s somewhere in
there. But you can’t put your hand on it and touch it. You can’t
put your hand on that furry, quivering body. All you can say is it’s
somewhere in there.

—Pete Seeger!

Suppose the truth was awful, suppose it was just a black pit, or like
birds huddled in the dust of a dark cupboard? Suppose only evil
were real, only it was not evil since it had lost even its name?

—Iris Murdoch?

The Problem with the Concept of Genocide for Colonialism

he “composite mathematician” Nicolaus Bourbaki, in developing a

range of theorems across some two-dozen volumes of the Eléments
de Mathematique, invented a symbol that has the appearance of a large,
bold ‘2’ with rounded corners—rather like a roadside warning sign. It is
inserted helpfully into texts to denote points at which argument becomes
potentially slippery or contentious. This symbol is called a tournant dan-
gereux: a precarious corner in the evolution of an argument’s logic. At
noisy meetings of the Bourbakis (as the French mathematicians engaged
upon the grand project were called) it was common for speakers, enunciat-
ing faulty theorems, to be challenged by loud cries of “coconut tree!” from
the floor. This cry reflected the Polynesian custom of maintaining one’s
position near the top of a tree while others shook it from below, in order
to test one’s ongoing prowess. The Bourbakis’ expletive thereby denoted
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— Chapter 10 -

(GENOCIDE IN TASMANIA
The History of an Idea

Ann Curthoys

The naval armament of the Persians wintered at Miletus, and in
the following year proceeded to attack the islands off the coast,

‘ Chios, Lesbos, and Tenedos, which were reduced without difficulry.
Whenever they became masters of an island, the barbarians, in ev-

ery single instance, netted the inhabirants. Now the mode in which
they practise this netting is the following. Men join hands, so as to

\ form a line across from the north coast to the south, and then march
‘ through the island from end to end and hunt out the inhabitants.

—Herodotus, The Histories (6.31)

Our ficlds and forests, which once furnished us with abundance of -
vegetable and animal food, now yield us no more; they and their pro-
duce are yours. You prosper on our native soil, and we are famishing!
‘

—DPaul E. de Strzelecki, 1845!
|

Introduction

t is a paradox of world history that while Tasmania, one of Australia’s
I six states and an island to the south of the Australian mainland, has long
and frequently been cited internationally as having witnessed a clear-cut
case of genocide, such a characterization is rarely adopted within Australia.
The aim of this chapter is to elucidate how this came to be so. In the course
of attempting to historicize and explain this paradox, I will explore the

complex history of ideas about the rapid decline of indigenous populations
“ in the wake of colonization, and the ways these ideas have been consistently
tied to political agendas and broader worldviews, both historically and in
the present. I also argue that the separation of and divergence between in-
ternational and Australian approaches since the 1970s has been deleterious
\
\
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for both genocide studies and Australian historical scholarship. Finally, 1
make a case for seeing the Tasmanian events as a case of genocide, though
not of state planning, mass killing, or extinction,

Although the interpretations of Tasmanian history vary considerably,
they generally tell a story of largely peaceful, though sporadically violent,
interactions between Europeans and indigenous peoples between 1803 and
1827, when European settlement under direct British government supervi-
sion was generally sparse. Matters changed dramatically in the next few
years, when British settlement intensified, affecting traditional sources of
food. Fierce Aboriginal attacks on European settlement prompted harsh re-
prisals by settlers and government forces; the result was widespread frontier
conflict especially between 1827 and 1830. As conflict continued, and in an
attempt to protect both the settlers and the remaining Aboriginal people,
Lieutenant-Governor Arthur adopted a policy of land clearance, that is,
of removing all Aboriginal people from the island, known until 1852 as
Van Diemen’s Land, with the hope of confining them to an offshore island.
To this end, the government sponsored the “Black Line” of October and
November 1830, when soldiers swept the length and breadth of the colony
to capture any remaining Aboriginal people, somewhat reminiscent of the
Persians “netting” the inhabitants of Greek islands, as evoked by Herodo-
tus. When the Black Line failed in its objectives, the authorities turned to
conciliation and persuasion. Aboriginal numbers were by this time already
falling rapidly and George Augustus Robinson, working as a government
agent, eventually succeeded in persuading the remaining two hundred or
so Aboriginal people to move to Flinders Island, just off the Tasmanian
coast, in 1830/31. Although Robinson and others had high hopes of here
“preserving the race,” the numbers continued to drop alarmingly. By the
mid 1830s, with just over 120 survivors remaining, and very few births
on the island, it seemed clear that as a people they would not survive. By
1847, the numbers on Flinders Island had again fallen, the island was aban-
doned, and the remnant population of forty-seven people taken to Oyster
Cove, about thirty miles from Hobart on the Tasmanian mainland. Their
numbers continued to plummet, until in 1876 the last Tasmanian of full
descent, Truganini, passed away, widely described as “the last of her race.”
The extinction of the Aboriginal Tasmanians appeared to be complete.?

The Tasmanian case is significant for several reasons. First, Tasmania
has long held a particular place in our consciousness of the destruction of
indigenous peoples. When French and British maritime explorers first en-
countered the indigenous people of what was then Van Diemen’s Land in
the late eighteenth century, the latter had been separated from contact with
other human groups since the end of the last ice age, about 8,000-10,000
years before. As geographer and world historian Jared Diamond wrote,

e
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we are fascinated by isolated societies. “Tasmania,” he says, “holds the
record for the longest isolation known in human history.”* Also striking
is their rapid demise in the wake of British colonization. Many indigenous
peoples throughout the Americas and Australia met similar fates, and in
retrospect we can see that what happened in Tasmania was not unusual
in the history of settler colonialism. Yet it has long attracted particular
notice, partly because, as Australian historian Charles Rowley pointed out
in The Destruction of Aboriginal Society, the indigenous Tasmanians’ iso-
lation from other indigenous peoples made it especially easy to think of
them as an entirely separate people.” The disappearance of entire peoples
on the mainland, where the boundaries between peoples were unclear to
European observers, has been far less evident or obvious. Furthermore, in
contrast to the mainland, where a mix of imperial and local settler authori-
ties oversaw the taking of land, the displacement of the indigenous peoples
of Tasmania was conducted entirely within the period of British rule. As a
result of this long-standing focus on Tasmania, our interest now must lie
not only in the historical events themselves but also in the peculiar atten-
tion they have received ever since.

Importantly, the terminology has changed over this long period of dis-
course about the destruction of the indigenous Tasmanians and indigenous
peoples generally. In the nineteenth-century discussion of such disappear-
ance, the common terms were extirpation, extermination, and extinction.
These three words could be used interchangeably, but they did have slightly
distinct meanings: “extirpation” usually denoted a process emphasising
settler agency; “extinction” described an outcome in which no members
of a particular human group remained; while “extermination” tended to
mean the connection between the two, a process conducted by settlers with
extinction as its outcome. Since the Second World War, modern discussions
have been both enhanced and made more complicated by the introduction
of a new word, genocide, which has now largely displaced these earlier
terms. The term genocide was coined in 1944 by the eminent Polish Jew-
ish jurist, Raphael Lemkin, in his remarkable text, Axis Rule in Occupied
Europe.’ Initially concerned by the rise of Nazism in Germany and later by
its policies and practices of destroying Jews and Slavs, and replacing them
with German settlers in Eastern Europe, Lemkin argued that international
law could be developed and invoked to prevent a recurrence of attempts to
destroy whole peoples. A new word was needed to describe these crimes:
genocide, literally, the killing of a people. Importantly for modern histo-
rians, Lemkin’s aims were not only to establish a new crime, and mecha-
nisms for its prevention, but also to reinterpret the course of human history
in light of his new concept. In his published work, but also especially his
unpublished work that I consider in this chapter, he hoped that his notion
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of genocide could be used to interpret past episodes of group destruction
through land seizure, the importation of diseases, the taking of women
and children, and other ways of removing the very foundations of group
life. While the concept of genocide derives much of its modern relevance
and impact from the example of Nazi rule in Europe, it was for Lemkin
also a way of characterizing long-term instances of genocide in European
colonialism. Its dual existence as both a legal and a historical term has been

both productive and confusing, as I will explore.

Ideas about Extermination and Extinction in Tasmania, 1820s-1870s

Extinction discourse accompanied settler colonization everywhere. As Pat-
rick Brantlinger points out, discourses of extinction found expression in
“art, literature, journalism, sciences, and governmental rhetoric”; it was
often elegiac in form, expressing both sorrow at the loss of whole peoples
and at the same time a confident belief that the white colonies and na-
tions would arise as savage peoples receded.® A strong recurrent feature
of extinction discourse—and this was to become particularly true in Tas-
mania—was a special interest in the last survivor of a given human group.
By the 1820s, there were many literary accounts of disappearing races in
North America, with the best-known and emblematic example being James
Fennimore Cooper’s The Last of the Mobicans, published in 1826.7 As the
indigenous population of Van Diemen’s Land began to fall rapidly from the
late 1820s, colonial governors, settlers, and British officials were aware of
these American events and discourses and, with varying degrees of concern,
contemplating the possibility that the same might happen around them.

The belief that the indigenous peoples of Van Diemen’s Land would
soon disappear entirely developed around 1830. In response to the report
of an Aborigines Committee established by Lieutenant-Governor Arthur
to advise him on how to prevent further Aboriginal attacks on settlers, Sir
George Murray as secretary of state for the colonies wrote (in an oft-quoted
passage) on § November 1830 as follows: “The great decrease that has of
late years taken place in the amount of the aboriginal population, renders
it not unreasonable to apprehend that the whole race of these people may,
at a not distant period, become extinct.”® Three weeks later, and before
receiving Murray’s dispatch, Arthur expressed a similar view, writing to
Murray of his belief that only capture and confinement could protect the
colony and arrest “the eventual extirpation of the race itself.”’

As the 1830s progressed, and as the remaining couple of hundred indig-
enous people gathered on Flinders Island continued to die and few children
were born, the conviction that they would soon completely disappear spread
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beyond official dispatches to the settler population generally. In 1835, Henry
Melville, a journalist, publisher, and writer who had arrived in the colony
seven years earlier, wrote that: “It is generally believed that this race of hu-
man beings will soon become extinct altogether, as the deaths are common,
and the increase nothing equal in proportion.”!® Melville blamed the early
settlers of the 1800s and 1810s. Whereas the colonists of his own time had
genuinely had something to fear from Aboriginal attacks, he thought, those
who came much earlier had attacked without provocation: “Nothing can be
offered in extenuation of the conduct of the first Colonists towards these be-
wildered creatures, and the historian must ever lament that he has to record
outrages so inhuman and so unjust on the part of a British community.”"!
Melville saw the Aboriginal people of Van Diemen’s Land (VDL) as “easy,
quiet, good-natured and well-disposed towards the white population,” and
thought they had been treated worse than American tribes by the Span-
iards, deprived of their hunting grounds and other sources of food, and thus
driven to retaliate.' The Americas continued to influence colonial thinking;
a year later, Major Thomas Ryan wrote that unless the government did all it
could to “propagate the species,” the “race of Tasmania, like the last of the
Mohicans, will pine away and be extinct in a quarter of a century.”"?

Meanwhile, a British House of Commons committee in 1835 and 1836
was examining the situation of indigenous people in British settlements
around the world. Led by the evangelical abolitionist, Sir Thomas Fowell
Buxton, the Christian, liberal, and humanitarian committee had a prior
agenda: to protect, civilize, and convert the indigenous peoples in Brit-
ish colonies. The Report of the committee, published in two volumes in
1836/37, argued that indigenous peoples were being morally degraded and
physically destroyed through direct violence, alcohol, and introduced dis-
eases. The committee did not think that colonization should or could be
slowed or stopped; rather the solution was Christianization. Although the
Committee was poorly informed of events in Van Diemen’s Land, inter-
viewing few with direct experience of what had happened there, its report
concluded that: “Whatever may have been the injustice of this encroach-
ment, there is no reason to suppose that either justice or humanity would
now be consulted by receding from it.”"*

Discussion of the fate of the indigenous people of Van Diemen’s Land
shifted in the mid 1830s from whether the people would disappear, to why.
The great British scientist Charles Darwin was one of those pondering why
after he visited Van Diemen’s Land in the Beagle in February 1836, and
learned of the removal a few years eatlier to Flinders Island. “Thirty years,”
he wrote, “is a short period, in which to have banished the last aboriginal
from his native island.”' Darwin pondered the universality of extinction in
the wake of European settlement: “Besides these several evident causes of
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destruction, there appears to be some more mysterious agency generally at
work. Wherever the European has trod, death seems to pursue the aborigi-
nal. We may look to the wide extent of the Americas, Polynesia, the Cape
of Good Hope, and Australia, and we shall find the same result. . .. The
varieties of man seem to act upon each other in the same way as different
species of animals; the stronger always extirpating the weaker.” '

This idea of inevitability and something mysterious being at work
took hold in the European imagination, though there were also some, like
Colonial Office official Herman Merivale, who in 1840 retorted that there
was nothing mysterious about it; there were clear reasons, “appreciable
causes,” such as the effects of firearms on the destructiveness of intertribal
fighting, the loss of food, the effects of alcohol, the disastrous effects of
epidemics (especially smallpox), or the effects of a sudden change in hab-
its, which he mentioned specifically in relation to the Aboriginal Tasma-
nians on Flinders Island.'” Count Strzelecki, a Polish noble and geologist
who visited many colonies of settlement around the world, including the
Australian colonies between 1839 and 1843, thought the main reason for
Aboriginal depopulation was declining fertility, the result either of steril-
ity from venereal and other diseases or because indigenous women (he
thought) who had had sexual intercourse with the settlers could no longer
conceive children with men of their own race.'® As the dying and depopu-
lation continued, settlers developed their own theories and explanations,
such as the idea that the indigenous people were dying because they had
given up, had lost the will to live.””

By the 1860s, in British scientific circles, the Tasmanians (as they were
known after 1852) had become the prototypical case. On 19 January 1864,
when the Anthropological Society in London debated the extinction of the
so-called lower races, the opening speaker, Richard Lee, noted that the
“natives of Tasmania are almost, if not quite, extinct. . . . Nowhere has the
disappearance of a native race been more complete in modern times than in
Tasmania.” At the same meeting, T. Bendyshe challenged the idea of inevi-
table and perhaps mysterious extinction as a consequence of colonization,
arguing that the problem was not the “mere presence of the white man,”
but the taking of a people’s land. He asked of those who invoke mystery

rather than loss of land: “But how or on what were these people to live after

their lands were occupied?”?’

The Tasmanian events had thus come to represent a clear, unambigu-
ous, incontrovertible, and well-documented example of the extermination
of an entire people. Although there were differences between different
commentators over the facts, explanation, or morality of what had hap-
pened, there was no significant deviation between local settler and met-
ropolitan British understandings of events and issues. They were in this
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period inextricably entwined, as ideas and knowledge moved back and
forth from colony to metropole.

James Bonwick’s remarkable and still-read book, The Last of the Tas-
manians (1870), published forty years after the removal of the people from
the Tasmanian mainland, told the story of an almost extinct people in con-
siderable detail. Having first become interested in the subject after a visit
to the ill-fated Flinders Island settlement in 1859, he worked with colonial
government records and interviewed some early settlers. He also used his
own knowledge from living in the colony in the 1840s; he writes, for exam-
ple, that he had “on several occasions heard men declare that they thought
no more of shooting a Black than bringing down a bird.”?! Bonwick’s ex-
planation for the near-disappearance of the Tasmanians was the British and
settler appropriation of indigenous land. After discussing the early visits by
maritime explorers, he writes: “The Whites came again. They came not as
curious visitors, but to make a home in the land. They came not to share
the soil with the dark man, but to appropriate it.”*2 He thought it ironic
that on the one hand the British authorities instructed Collins to live in
amity and kindness with the natives, and to punish offenders against them,
and on the other remained “utterly oblivious of their rights to the land.”
Bonwick thought the “wild man” had two choices: to “prostrate them-
selves beneath the feet of the usurpers and quietly submit to slavery,” or
to “refuse to sell their birthright of freedom, and take the consequences.”
It was no surprise to Bonwick that they chose the latter course.?* Bonwick
noted official attempts to stop the conflict, and their futility. The events
in Tasmania, he thought, provided a story like that written by Las Casas
in his “Short Account of the Destruction of the Indies.” In both cases, the
government tried impotently to protect the natives “against the avarice and
cruelty of its subjects.”?’

Bonwick stresses not only the direct effects of land loss in frontier con-
flict, but also the indirect effects; disease, ill health, and lower fertility, in
effect an inventory of the effects of colonization on indigenous people. His
wide-ranging account was used by Charles Darwin the following year in
The Descent of Man (1871). In a section entitled “Extinction of the Races of
Man,” Darwin largely abandons the idea of a “mysterious” disappearance,
and explores a large number of possible reasons for indigenous population
decline, including loss of land and therefore sustenance, new diseases and
spirituous liquors, loss of will to live, and general ill health. After stressing
the complexity of the matter, he concludes that fertility decline, a result of
being forced “to deserrt their homes and to change their habits,” was espe-
cially important in the disappearance of indigenous peoples.?®

In 1874, another Tasmanian settler, J.E. Calder, listed many of the
same causes as Bonwick had, with one important exception: he largely
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excluded loss of life through direct frontier violence. On the frontiers of
settlement, he suggested, it was the Aborigines and not the Europeans who
had generally prevailed. “Aggressiveness,” he wrote, “was almost always
on the side of the blacks; and in this unequal contest the musket of the
Englishman was far less deadly than the spear of the savage, at least five of
the former dying for one of the latter.”?” The rapid population decline had
other causes: “Whole tribes . . . which had probably never had a shot fired
at them ... had absolutely and entirely vanished.” His list of alternative
explanations included infecundity resulting from prostitution, disease, and
the settler’s favorite, the loss of will to live.?® His version of events, mini-
mizing the effects of frontier violence and emphasizing indigenous people’s
self-destruction, remained long in local Tasmanian, and Australian, his-

torical consciousness.

The Extinction Thesis

Soon after Calder’s account appeared, public interest had turned towards
the impending death of Truganini, the last known Tasmanian of full de-
scent. Such a death was seen to signify extinction, since in nineteenth-
century thinking mixed-race descendants did not signify the survival of a
people. Accordingly, when Truganini died on 8 May 1876, the Tasmanians
were duly pronounced extinct, a conviction that has lasted well into our
own time. Indeed, so fixed did the idea of the complete extermination of
the Tasmanian Aboriginal people become, that it was not until the 1980s
that most Australians learned there were indeed descendants, after all.?*
The question of extinction became especially important in late nine-
teenth- and early twentieth-century racial discourse, when belief in white
racial superiority and fear of competition from other races reached a peak
in Europe, the Americas, and other settler societies. Australian and inter-
national (mainly British) understandings continued to be much the same on
this issue. Charles Pearson, an Englishman who had spent twenty years in
Australia, took indigenous extinctions for granted in his influential book,
National Life and National Character: A Forecast. He warned that not
all “inferior races” were doomed to extinction, distinguishing sharply
between the “evanescent” races, such as the Australian Aborigines and
American Indians who disappeared wherever Europeans went, and the en-
during, races, like Indians, Chinese, and Africans (“Negroes”) who were
“too numerous and sturdy to be extlrpated and who would in time chal-
lenge Europeans for world supremacy.*®
The attribution of extinction to a particular form of racial inferior-
ity lasted well into the twentieth century. In Australia, the story of the
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extinction of the Tasmanian Aborigines settled into an orthodoxy that
was rarely explored in any detail.’' Aboriginal people had not only (ap-
parently) disappeared from the earth, but from history as well.>* Some
reference to violent conflict did remain, for example in Ernest Scott’s im-
mensely popular A Short History of Australia, which included three and
a half pages on the Tasmanian conflict. One of Australia’s first history
professors, Scott attributed blame to the settlers, who he said provoked
the Tasmanians through frequent cases of “murder and outrage.”* And a
very few still remembered the Tasmanians with understanding. Mary Ben-
nett, a humanitarian who intervened strongly in Aboriginal affairs in the
1930s, wrote an unusually sympathetic book, The Australian Aboriginal
as a Human Being, where she pointed out that 1930 was the centenary of
the Black Line, followed so soon afterwards by the removal of the people
to Flinders Island. She recounted how a Mr. Gardiner, who had lived for
a long time on Flinders Island while the Aboriginal station was there, had
told her father how “old men and women and children were seen in the
early morning to ascend Mount Arthur (!) and perch themselves upon the
top and wait until the sun lifted the mists from the peaceful ocean, and
when the blue mountains of their native land became visible they would
raise their swarthy attenuated arms, and with tears rolling down their
cheeks, exclaim, ‘Country belonging to me!’”3*

Both inside and outside Australia, the Tasmanians by this time had
largely become not real people to be mourned, but simply the cold objects
of science. As Lyndall Ryan has related, scientists in England, France, Ger-

any, and Australia debated in the early years of the twentieth century
whether the extinct Tasmanian Aborigines, seen as representatives of early
Stone Age man, were the missing link between ape and man. It was gener-
ally agreed they had been unusually primitive as a result of their long iso-
lation from other peoples, though some also attributed this to a supposed
smaller-than-usual brain capacity. For Professor Fred Wood Jones, isola-
tion meant not only a failure to evolve to a higher state, but also the loss
of skills previously held, an idea subsequently picked up by archaeologists

and popularized.’*

New Understandings: The Impact of World War I1

From the late 1930s, changes in government policy and thinking about the
place of Aboriginal people in Australia’s future began to have an impact
on historical scholarship. World War II, especially as knowledge and un-
derstanding grew of the Nazi campaign to exterminate the Jews, also had
a profound impact on thinking about race and history. Several specialist
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studies on Australian Aboriginal history, all involving original research,
were completed just before or during the war, though in wartime condi-
tions they took varying amounts of time to appear in print.*® One of these
was by Clive Turnbull, a Tasmanian-born journalist working for the Mel-
bourne Herald, whose book Black War: The Extermination of the Tasma-
nian Aborigines, appeared in 1948.% So radical a break did it mark that it
is worth close examination.

Black War signalled a challenge to the comfortable extinction dis-
course that had prevailed since the 1870s. It began: “Not, perhaps, before
has a race of men been destroyed utterly within 75 years. This is the story
of a race which was so destroyed, that of the aborigines of Tasmania.”?
More clearly than anyone since Bonwick, Turnbull attributed this destruc-
tion directly to the effects of colonization. He places the blame squarely
with the British authorities who made the decision to colonize the island,
first as a prison and later as a place of profit: “Either object [prison or
profit] might have been, and both were, fatal to the aborigines who were
superfluous and, indeed, a hindrance to those achievements. Their fate was
written when [Governor] King turned his thoughts toward the island as a
penal settlement.”® Indeed, he wrote on page two: “The extinction of the
people of Van Diemen’s Land was foreseen from the earliest years of the
European settlement but that did not in any degree dissuade the Govern-
ment from its course.”* Turnbull writes that while many were “appalled by
the atrocities committed upon the natives” the policy of colonization was
not abandoned. After all, he says, “the only remedy would have been to
deny to the invaders all property rights in the island.” This was not done,
and instead the authorities attempted “one pious palliative after another,”
to little effect, until “eventually the aborigines solved the problem in the
way most convenient for all by dying.”"!

The idea of a mysterious disappearance in the wake of a meeting of
two incompatible cultures was still popular in Australia, and Turnbull set
out to refute it. “These people,” he wrote, “were not destroyed by a foreign
culture. They were destroyed by arms and expatriation as part of a ruthless
policy.”? They were destroyed “not only by a different manner of life but
by the ill-will of the usurpers of the race’s land.”* In explanation of what
he means by “policy,” he says: “It was not so much that there was a general
will for the extermination of the aborigines—though that was sometimes
expressed—as that there was no general will against it.”** He concludes:
“They were driven from their land because the colonists wished to occupy
it; and when they retaliated they were taken from the island to get them out
of the way.”¥

Turnbull makes an interesting distinction between active and passive
“ill-will”; active ill will was expressed in brutality, while passive ill will
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“deplored extermination while condoning, and participating in the rewards
of, a system which made extermination inevitable.”$ It was the latter that
most concerned him, and that he saw at work in the British settlement of
Tasmania. He ponders how such indifference to human life could be pos-
sible in a civilized community, and we can see here how his thinking about
Nazi atrocities against the Jews had influenced his ideas about colonizers
and indigenous peoples: “Beyond its [the civilized community’s ] confines
the moral geometry no longer applies. Van Diemen’s Land aborigines, In-
cas, natives of the Congo, ‘Non-Aryans,” move in another dimension and it
is possible for all imperialist peoples to live in satisfaction and self-esteem
by their own rules while conducting, in the extra-moral and extra-racial
universe, such adventures as the common quality of rapacity may indicate
as desirable.”’

He concluded his book by reflecting on the long and continuing history
of indigenous peoples dying while their conquerors profit. Modern Austra-
lians, he pointed out, are the beneficiaries of these long-ago events: “Today
the whole wealth of Australia may be ascribed to territories taken from the
aborigines.”® That he was influenced not only by revulsion against Nazi
anti-Semitism, but also events closer to home, is clear in the final pages of
the book, where he draws attention to what he understood as the impend-
ing disappearance of the Aboriginal peoples of Victoria. The attitudes that
underlay the original dispossession, he warns, have not disappeared: “The
aborigines of Tasmania have gone; the aborigines of Victoria are going,
and for the miserable remnant there is from the community at large nei-
ther interest nor pity.”* Attitudes of indifference while indigenous peoples
disappear are still with us: “It must not be supposed that the story of the
Tasmanian aborigines belongs to a past with which we have no connection,
or that their fate, were the colonization of Van Diemen’s Land about to take
place now, would necessarily be different.”

Turnbull does not use the word “genocide,” coined by Lemkin just a
few years earlier; he had probably not heard of it when writing his book,
apparently completed some considerable time before its actual publication
in 1948. Nevertheless, it is clear that he, like Lemkin, was at least in part
prompted by the horrors of the Second World War, and the example of
Nazi Germany in attempting the destruction of an entire people.’’ As Lyn-
dall Ryan argues, it seems that he wanted to use the heightened awareness
of the horrors of Nazi policies and practices towards the Jews to shock
Australians into recognition of the enormity of their own history.*

Unbeknownst to Turnbull, Lemkin himself was at the same time reach-
ing similar conclusions about what had happened in Tasmania. Lemkin in
the late 1940s extensively researched and wrote many chapters towards a
book, or series of books, on the history of genocide. He never finished the
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project, and it remained unpublished at the time of his death in 1959, and
is unpublished still. Chapter plans, extensive notes, and draft chapters, are,
however, held in three different archives in the US.** In these plans, notes,
and chapters Lemkin covered many genocidal episodes throughout human
history: the Albigensians, Carthage, the forced deportation of the Chero-
kee, the Herero, and many others. One of the forty planned chapters was
about Tasmania. His research on Tasmania relied on secondary sources,
especially Bonwick, though he also consulted other works by Giblin, Back-
house, Calder, Melville, Merivale, and West. It was written without benefit
of Clive Turnbull’s Black War, which was just appearing on the other side
of the world as he wrote.

In this chapter, we see Lemkin applying his own method of analysis
to Tasmania. In each case of genocide or suspected genocide, he thought it
important to consider the conditions leading to genocide, the methods and
techniques used, the question of intent and motivation of the genocidists,
the responses of the victim group and of outside groups, and the aftermath.
Having given the bare bones of the Tasmanian story, he headed one section
with a question: “Intent to Destroy—who is guilty—Government or Indi-
viduals?” His answer is both, especially individuals. He places the blame
for the destruction of Tasmanian society first on settlers and convicts who
attacked the Aboriginal people, provoking them to retaliation, and second
on the governing authorities who, while neither planning nor conducting
genocide, failed in their basic duty of protection. He also discusses at some
length the rapid decline in the birth rate, the result of conditions of warfare,
loss of land, and the loss of women to sealers and others. He also had sec-
tions on cruelty, legal status, and the effects of liquor and disease, and paid
particular attention to the effects of confinement on Gun Carriage, Bruny,
and Flinders Islands, which left the people “lifeless and dispirited.”* In
short, his account clearly classes the events in Tasmania as genocide, but he
does not see it as state organized or as purely a matter of frontier violence.

Separate Development: Genocide Studies
and Australian Historiography

While Lemkin’s work on Tasmania remained unknown, his new word
genocide did not. The older terms extermination and extinction (extirpa-
tion had long gone) dropped from historians’ and popular vocabulary to
be replaced by genocide. This change in terminology had some extremely
important consequences. Where extermination, extirpation, and extinc-
tion placed the Tasmanian events in a long ago past, out there away from
the present, genocide connected them to an ongoing present, to legal and

Genocide in Tasmania 241

political as well as historical considerations. To call something “genocide”
rather than “extermination” was somehow seen as far more serious for
modern Australians; the questions of intent and responsibility were so
much closer to home.

The direct connection that “genocide” implied between the past and
the present meant, however, that the application of the new term to Tas-
mania operated quite differently in international scholarship and Austra-
lian historiography. Genocide scholarship had really got under way in the
1970s, and grew dramatically in the 1980s, almost wholly generated by
scholars educated in the US and writing in English in the US, Canada, and
Israel.® Among its concerns were the uniqueness of the Holocaust, whether
the killing of political groupings could be included in the definition of geno-
cide even though the UN Convention excluded them, and the role of the
state and planning in defining genocide. Most scholars in the field wanted
to widen the definition from that accepted by the UN to include political
groups, but also narrow it by defining genocide as necessarily through mass
murder conducted and managed by the state.’ On the basis of very limited
knowledge of Tasmanian history, and interpreting the Black Line and the
removal to Flinders Island as an example of a state-led and planned desire
to destroy a whole people, these scholars took the view that Tasmania con-
stituted a clear case of genocide.’”

Furthermore, the idea of Tasmanian genocide spread far beyond the
work of specialist genocide scholars, and appears also in a wide range of
international scholarly and popular work.®® The long-standing story of the
Black Line, the removal to Flinders Island, and the (supposed) extinction of
the Tasmanians, built from a multitude of sources of which Bonwick was
possibly the most important, was now redefined as “genocide.” Perhaps,
in popular consciousness, Tasmania came to be readily accepted as a clear
case of genocide for two reasons. First, there seems to be some slippage
between two distinct ideas, extinction and genocide; everyone “knew” that
Tasmania was a case of colonial extinction; therefore it seemed to follow
it must be a case of genocide. Second, as Henry Reynolds points out, the
central role played by government in controlling relations with Aboriginal
people in Tasmania (in contrast to mainland Australia, where settlement
and its destructive consequences frequently ran far beyond government
boundaries of control) fitted in well with, and seemed to exemplify, the
emphasis on the role of the state in much genocide theory and scholar-
ship at the time. The extent of Aboriginal resistance to settlement, and
attacks on the settlers, was either unknown or ignored.*® In any case, the
term “genocide” quickly replaced “extermination” and “disappearance” in
international commentary, slipping in almost unnoticed where the former
terms used to be.
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In Australia itself, however, international genocide scholarship was
little known, and local historiography went in quite a different direction.
Although some commentators—Ilegal, historical, and cultural—did apply
the concept of genocide to Australian history, they did so only casually and
in passing.®® Indeed, there was not a great deal of historical research into
the Tasmanian events for two decades after the publication of Black War.
Despite the 1950s and 1960s being a period of rapid growth in the writ-
ing of Australian history, there were no new specialist monographs on the
destruction of Tasmanian society. The general histories produced to meet
the growth in university and other study of Australian history had even less
Aboriginal material than their predecessors.®’ As a result, Bonwick’s The
Last of the Tasmanians and Turnbull’s Black War remained the standard
texts on the destruction of Tasmanian Aboriginal society for many years.

A number of historians in the 1970s and 1980s began to look at Tas-
manian history more closely, investigating hitherto little-used archives and
other documentary material. The most comprehensive study was by Lyn-
dall Ryan, who completed her PhD on the history of the Aboriginal Tasma-
nians in 1976, revised and published as a book in 1981. Using much more
extensive archival sources than previous historians, she drew a detailed pic-
ture that in general supported Clive Turnbull’s story of violence and disre-
gard for human life, and of humanitarian impulses powerless to affect the
outcome. She saw the reasons for the decline in Aboriginal population as
a mix of the effects of direct frontier violence, loss of women “through ex-
change with the sealers and stock-keepers,” and the conditions on Flinders
Island.®? She explicitly discounted disease as a factor before the people’s
relocation to Bruny and Flinders Islands, but saw it as of major importance
under conditions of incarceration. %3

She departed from Turnbull significantly, however, in rejecting the no-
tion of extinction. The effects of the loss of women to the sealers she saw
as double edged; on the one hand, this loss was an important reason for
population decline in certain bands, especially along the north coast, bur
on the other it “saved Aboriginal Tasmanian society from extinction.”*
She emphasized that modern indigenous Tasmanians are descended from
these unions, and traced the history of their descendants in considerable
detail. Recognizing the permeability of racial boundaries in a way the tra-
ditional extinction thesis did not, Ryan regarded the descendants as they
regard themselves, as indications of the survival, against all odds, of the

indigenous peoples of Tasmania.
At around the same time, Noel Plomley edited and published Robin-

son’s journals, thus adding enormously to the public availability of relevant
records, and also wrote his own historical analyses.® He outlined the rea-
sons for decline especially well. There are two prerequisites for living, he
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wrote, “one an adequate food supply and the other a stable social environ-
ment.”*¢ In Tasmania, the indigenous people lost both, the latter with the
“removal of native women from the tribes to enslave them, the stealing of
Aboriginal children, and the destruction of the family and social life of the
tribe.”®” Though Plomley seemed unaware of Lemkin’s work, he was in fact
applying Lemkin’s wide-ranging criteria to Tasmania and concluding that
the circumstances there constituted the destruction of the foundations of
life of a human group. He did not, however, call it genocide. He seems to
have shared the view of most historians, and indeed of most Australians,
that “genocide” was synonymous with the “Holocaust” and therefore in-

appropriate in discussions of Australian history.*

Bringing Genocide Home

If the specialist historians rejected the idea of a Tasmanian genocide, one
significant Australian historian did not. A very thoughtful attempt to ap-
ply the burgeoning genocide scholarship to Australia came from Tony
Barta, in two groundbreaking articles in the mid-1980s. Barta is in fact
an Australian expert in German history, with a good general knowledge
of Australian colonial history. In the first article, “After the Holocaust:
Consciousness of Genocide in Australia,” he focused on Lemkin’s defini-
tion of genocide as no historian working in Australia had done before
him. He drew attention to that key section of Lemkin for any discussion
of colonialism, contending that genocide proceeds in two phases: “de-
struction of the national pattern of the oppressed group” followed by “the
imposition of the national pattern of the oppressor.”” Such a definition
clearly applied to the Australian case: as he said, “there is no dispute that
the basic fact of Australian history is the appropriation of the continent
by an invading people and the dispossession, with ruthless destructive-
ness, of another.” There can also be no doubt, he continued, “about the
disintegration of Aboriginal society, traditional culture, and religion, the
destruction of the Aborigines’ economic existence, their languages, their
personal security, liberty, health, and dignity.” That there was great loss
of life cannot be doubted, and he pointed to Tasmania, Victoria, and New
South Wales. “If ever a people has had to sustain an assault on its exis-
tence of the kind Lemkin described it would seem to have been over the
last two hundred years in Australia.”

Barta then argued that the problem in seeing Australian history as an
example of genocide was, however, that in Australia “genocide” had come
to be understood as synonymous with the Holocaust. He commented on
the effects: the very restricted sense of the applicability of the concept of
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genocide means that Australians could and would continue to fail to ac-
knowledge the shadow in their own past. “Whatever took place in our
past, it was nothing like that,” as he put it. And if it was nothing like that,
then it was not so bad. It cannot be called genocide. Barta insists that to
describe Australian colonial history as genocide is not to equate it with the
Holocaust; the Holocaust was in fact “a policy of genocide pushed to its
ultimate extreme.””!

Another problem with describing the Australian situation as genocide
was, of course, the question of intention. In a second intervention three
years later, Barta pursued this issue, developing the idea of genocidal rela-
tions as distinct from genocidal policy.” Returning to a distinction be-
tween a genocidal state and genocidal society that he had started to develop
in the first article,”> he now argued that in the Australian case the appro-
priation of land, implicitly “a relationship of genocide,” was “fundamental
to the type of society rather than to the type of state.”” It was not, Barta
wrote, a matter of ill will on either side, but rather “the objective nature of
the relationships” between the white capitalist wool producers and black
hunter-gatherers, a relationship of land, which constituted the genocidal
character of colonialism in the Australian context.”™

Barta’s work gradually had some impact in Australia, though not on
the specialist historians of Tasmania. In an article in 1994 entitled “Nation
and MiscegeNation,” Patrick Wolfe put forward a similar case to Barta’s,
describing settler colonialism in Australia as having a “logic of elimina-
tion,” owing to the fact that the colonizers primarily wanted land rather
than labor.” Raymond Evans and Bill Thorpe, experts on Aboriginal his-
tory in Queensland, also took up some of Barta’s suggestions, proposing
the concept of “indigenocide” as an alternative to the concept of genocide
in relation to indigenous peoples.””

In the late 1990s, political developments again had an impact on Aus-
tralian historical scholarship, as they had done in the 1940s and again in
the 1970s. The Human Rights Commission’s Bringing Them Home re-
port of 1997, which reported on the history and effects of Aboriginal child
removal in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, brought the genocide
question to public notice. The report contended that Australian child re-
moval practices fell within the definition of genocide used in the UN 1948
Genocide Convention, ratified by Australia in 1949. The convention spe-
cifically includes “forcibly transferring children of the group to another
group” with the intention of destroying the original group in whole or in
part. The report explained: “Genocide is not only the mass killing of a
people. The essence of genocide is acting with the intention to destroy the
group, not the extent to which that intention has been achieved.””® But this
explanation fell on deaf ears. Most Australians understood genocide to
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signify mass killing and especially the Holocaust, and were shocked and
outraged to find child removal described as genocide.

The Bringing Them Home report influenced discussion of genocide and
Australia in relation not only to the stolen generations but also to frontier
violence and the disappearance of indigenous peoples in the wake of coloni-
zation. By 2000, there was a renewed interest in the subject among Austra-
lian historians. A. Dirk Moses, like Barta an expert in German history, but
as an Australian interested in the question of genocide in Australian history,
criticized Barta’s notion of genocidal relations, arguing that one cannot do
away with intention to this degree. Agency, he insisted, was indispensable.
Rather, colonization as an historical process has a genocidal potential that
is released in certain circumstances he called “genocidal moments.” The
evidence showed, he suggested, that the term genocide is less appropriately
applied to Tasmania (where it is usually thought most relevant) than to
Queensland (which has rarely been discussed in this context).”

The following year, Henry Reynolds, in his book, An Indelible Stain¢
The Question of Genocide in Australia’s History, made a similar case. Af-
ter outlining the definition of genocide in the UN Genocide Convention of
1948, he assessed a number of historical events in Australia against it and
concluded that while the Australian frontier, notably in Queensland, was
marked by “genocidal moments,” “when settlers and police systematically
pursued particular groups of Aborigines with the intention of destroying
them,” colonial Tasmania did not represent one of these moments.*’ There
was no evidence, he suggested, of governmental intent to destroy a people:
in his words, although Tasmania’s Governor Arthur “was determined to
defeat the Aborigines and secure the permanent expropriation of their land
.. . there is little evidence to suggest that he wanted to reach beyond that
objective and destroy the Tasmanian race in whole or in part.”*'

The gulf between international and national approaches largely re-
mains, though the gap is closing with the appearance of at least two collec-
tions of essays, and the publication in the Journal of Genocide Research of
a number of articles comparing the destruction of Tasmanian society with
indigenous genocides elsewhere, in the Americas and southern Africa.?
Nevertheless, despite this growing conversation, most international geno-
cide scholars still consider the term genocide applicable to Tasmania while
most specialist scholars on Tasmanian history still do not.*?

Conclusion: Genocide After All

The separation of Australian from international debates and scholarship
has had some deleterious effects for both. Genocide scholars have declared
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Tasmania to be a case of state planning and mass killing on the basis of
little knowledge of events, while the general avoidance of the “genocide ™
word within Australia has meant reluctance amongst specialists in Aus-
tralian history to engage in comparative and conceptual analysis.* To en-
gage in both—detailed historical analysis, and conceptual and comparative
study—would, I suggest, lead to some new ways to conceptualize both the
destruction of indigenous societies on the one hand and the nature of geno-
cide on the other.

Most historians agree that colonization meant the Tasmanians lost the
foundations of life—food, reproductive capacity, health, and a homeland.
They also agree that the colonizers in Britain and the colony were aware of
populations disappearing in the Americas in the wake of colonization. Most
agree also that from the beginning, but especially from the 1820s, when
two very different societies were competing for land, it was clear to every-
one that if colonization continued, the indigenous population would rapidly
decline and could possibly disappear. To continue with colonization under
these circumstances was, I would argue, to participate knowingly in what
later generations came to call a genocidal process. It is a clear case of colo-
nization without sufficient regard for the effects on the indigenous peoples
of the removal of the foundations of life, resulting in the replacement of one
human group by another. It is genocide.

The insights of earlier scholars such as Bonwick, Turnbull, and Barta
seem too often to have been forgotten or rejected. All three had placed
the blame for the near destruction of the Aboriginal Tasmanians squarely
at the hands of both the British authorities and the British settlers them-
selves. It seems to me they were absolutely correct to do so. To seek to take
land whatever the consequences—and these were in fact either already
known or highly predictable from experience in North America and the
Caribbean—is surely a genocidal project. By and large, and despite mo-
ments of angst within British ruling elites in the 1830s in particular, the
British authorities, and later the settler governments that replaced them,
not only continued with land seizure and population replacement, but also
consistently failed to take sufficiently serious measures to control settler
land hunger and violence. Historians need to recognize fully the serious-
ness of these colonizing decisions, both imperial and local. This is not to
reject recognition of indigenous violence, or the importance of the loss of
fertility as an explanation for population decline, or the fact of the sur-
vival and political claims of the current descendants. It is to say that if we
understand genocide to include the taking of actions that are knows to be
likely to lead to the destruction of an entire people, then the colonization

of Tasmania must surely be included.
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At the same time, international genocide and colonization scholarship
needs to exercise greater care. Generalizations have been made about Tas-
manian history with little recourse to the detailed Australian studies that
demonstrate that it is not a clear and sustained case of state planning or
of mass killing, but rather of land seizure undertaken without sufficient
regard for the indigenous peoples of the island, characterized by a fairly
short period of violent conflict between settlers and indigenous peoples for
the land. It was a colonization attended by a wide range of governmental
policies, including futile attempts, too little and too late, to protect the in-
digenous people from settler attack and from the effects of the loss of the
necessaries of life itself.

It is rime for a more robust exchange between genocide and Tasmanian
historical scholarship if we are to understand better just what did happen
in Tasmania in the first half of the nineteenth century, how best to concep-
tualize it, and how to consider what that historical knowledge might mean

for us now, morally and intellectually, in the present.
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— Chapter 11 -

“THE ABORIGINES . . . WERE NEVER
ANNIHILATED, AND STILL THEY ARE
BECOMING EXTINCT”

Settler Imperialism and Genocide in
Nineteenth-century America and Australia’

Norbert Finzsch

Conceptualization

Genocides in modern history tend to be perceived as chronologically lim-
ited occurrences that punctuate time, rather than as repetitive and endut-
ing processes. They paradigmatically culminate in historical events like
the holocaust of 19411945 or the mass killings of Armenians in Turkey
between 1915 and 1918, which have a plot and are narratable in a succes-
sive manner.? Although it is intuitive to perceive genocides in this way, it
fails to grasp the implications of far-reaching policies and practices that
operate below the threshold of public perception and political debate, but
that may be no less genocidal than spectacular eruptions of focused and
intense violence.® In this chapter, 1 focus on one enduring development of
this type, namely, “settler imperialism.” This variety of imperialism is the
rhizomatic expansion of settler colonies and settler states, directed against
“exterior” indigenous populations, achieved in the context of a democratic
and egalitarian society of white, predominantly Protestant Anglo-Saxon
settlers organized in farms and family households. I argue that settler im-
perialism is inherently genocidal, since “an invading group quite literally
supplants the indigenous population on its own landbase.” It is a variety of
imperialism that is not based on the towering role of capitalist industrial-
ism, but rests on a link between agrarian home production on the frontier
and rentier capitalism in the cities. In this respect, settler imperialism has
no periphery and no core, since the capital-owning elites in the cities and




